—AD-A166 692 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF COMBAT ATTITUDES OF AIR FORCE 172
ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL(U> AIR COMMAND AND STAFF COLL
MAXMELL AFB AL S S LERUM APR 86 RCSC-86-1535

UNCLASSIFIED 5/9 NL

-n
hY
o




|

|
L
|

o

FEEER

FEFE
EFE

FERE

—
[y
o
[

3

13

MICROCORY 72 C " "ON TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS - 1963 - A




TR AT e T SR G Sl S TP Y S ’;-'4’.." '-.’l- X
e b e T e g L B
3 L RAE SR SIS A e e A N e T DR N SR e ) Py

DTIC
ZLECTE
APR 3 3 1906
D Ry
N
N
17 .
Q ||I||
= AIR COMMAND
AND
A STAFF COLLEGE
<L
STUDENT REPORT
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF COMBAT
ATTITUDES OF AIR FORCE
ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL ‘
MAJOR STEPHEN S. LERUM 86-1535 N
e “Insights into tomorrow” — B

DI\

5 4 23 05W .

k‘- e T T e At TN T T W MM I e



3 \L\ \*‘\"\ -a’h‘. AR NN TR R P IR e S b St Sa b
CA PR IR S A S R RSB AS L SA 4 4
m \A.E.,\Fui e T e T e A LR LA T Y Tt e e T Y T —

DISCLAIMER

The views and conclusions expressed in this
document are those of the author. They are
not intended and should not be thought to
represent official ideas, attitudes, or
policies of any agency of the United States
Government. The author has not had special
access to official information or ideas and
has employed only open-source material
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Since 1982, the Air Force's Leadership and Management
Development Center (LMDC), using the Organizational Assessment
Package (OAP) and the Combat Attitude Survey (CAS), has measured
and analyzed the perceptions of potential for combat effectiveness
of Air Force personnel. However, in October 1986, much of LMDC's
current research function will be terminated and the extensive
data base transferred to the Air Force Human Resources Laboratory,
Brooks AFB, Texas. This will mean the data base will be less

readily available for research and possibly will not remain up-to-
date and diverse.

There are no empirical studies specifically addressing the
perceptions of administrative career field personnel of their
ability to provide support during a combat situation. Also, the
Air Force Director of Administration has instituted several
programs over the past two years designed to improve the image of
the Air Force's most diverse and largest career field. For these
reasons, the demographic and attitudinal information obtained from
the OAP and CAS could provide Air Force leadership and functional
managers with a current state of the career field.

This report follows the format required by LMDC, which is
based on the Publication Manual of the American Psycologist
Association.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY i
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i:::;: product as meeting academic requirements for .
il graduation, the views and opinions expressed or
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:'c?!‘% TITLE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF COMBAT ATTITUDES

'ﬁ OF ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL

by

N I. Problem_Statement: Are there significant differences between

?5, the combat attitudes of officers, enlisted personnel, and

ﬁr‘ civilian personnel in the Administrative Career Field and those

vﬁ . of correspanding personnel in other Air Force career fields?

W II. Background: The Administrative Career Field, with its

—{ 60,000 personnel, is the largest career field in the Air Force.

e It is also among the most diverse with personnel providing

;?: several different support functions to virtually every

&? organizational level. However, administration is traditionally

?Q viewed as a career area that is far removed from the Air Force’s

e "fly and fight"” mission. For this and other reasons, this career

it field is not considered very prestigious, particularly among the

ﬁ?’ officer corps. Little is known about the corporate body of )
{‘ personnel which make up the Administrative Career Field. This is

g . particularly true for knowing the administrative personnel’s

&<; feelings on how they and their units will perform in a combat .
- environment. With current US global interests and the Air R
= Force s emphasis on mability and readiness, the personnel in the

B Administrative Career Field can expect to be involved in the

et bat . C field functional managers and senior Air

W combat arena areer unctional managers

?G Force leaders should be aware of combat attitudes for all i
x; personnel, including those in the administrative career field.
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N ~ CONTINUED —

", : Leaders should also understand the impact these attitudes might
ﬂf have on combat effectiveness and readiness, and be willing to
aﬁ take action to capitalize on attitudinal strengths and imprave
¢! S areas which are weak.

ITI. Objectives:
(y 1. Review organizational behavior literature and past
Leadership and Management Development Center (LMDC) research to
determine what previous researchers have concluded about the
combat and work attitudes of administrative personnel and whether
( there are hypothesized or confirmed attitudinal differences
between administrative personnel and other Air Force personnel.

)

N

rg 2. Analyze and compare the demographic characteristics and

o attitudinal perceptions of combat effectiveness for

kt administrative personnel with those of all other personnel for
whom LMDC has responses on the Organizational Assessment Package

& (0AF) and Combat Attitude (CAS) surveys.

iy

§‘ 3. Develop recommendations for the Administrative Career

Field leaders and functional managers to capitalize on the career
% field strengths and address the weaknesses.

vy IV. Methodology: In its management consultation process, LMDC

ﬁ uses the OAP and CAS to measure the perceptions of Air Force
;$ personnel assigned to units with a direct combat mission. LMDC’s
t Fotential for Combat Effectiveness Model uses some of the survey

& data to measure the potential for combat effectiveness for the
personnel of those units. The model focuses on four human
behavioral areas which directly impact on a unit®s ability to
- perform its mission: Cohesion, Morale, Combat Motivation, and
Leadership. Based on the FPotential for Combat Effectiveness

ﬁ! Model, the present research compares responses of the personnel

ﬂg ‘ in the Administrative Career Field with those of personnel in all
. other career fields. Using the t-test statistical procedures,

ﬁz this model helps determine areas where attitudes of

iﬁ administrative personnel in each personnel category (officers,

Ny . enlisted, civilian) differ from corresponding attitudes of

1%‘ personnel in other career fields (i.e., the "data base") at the

! 95 percent confidence level.
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KT ™
O .
k V. FEindings: In the demographic comparisons, the personnel of
) the Administrative Career Field are generally younger than their
M Air Force counterparts but with considerably more supervisory )
; experience for officers and enlisted personnel. There are also
' greater percentages of minorities within the Administrative
Career Field as compared to the remainder of the data base.
b In the attitudinal comparisons, administrative officers, enlisted
K personnel, and civilian personnel did not significantly differ
5 from their data base counterparts on the overall Potential for
& Combat Effectiveness scores. However, in over half of the combat
¢ model sub—-components, there were significant differences, mostly
i positive but a few negative, that warrant attention. For all
| personnel categories, the perceptions of Leadership were
H significantly higher for administrative personnel than for data

base personnel. Alsa, for all three personnel categories, the

administrative personnel’s ratings for Organizational Climate

: were significantly higher than the data base’s ratings. A more
detailed review indicates that for more than 85% of the

X individual survey items which comprise the Organizational Climate

% sub-component, the perceptions of administrative personnel were

- higher. But on the negative side, enlisted and civilian

e, administrative personnel were significantly lower in their

. perception of Combat Mental Set, which means that they were not

. as confident that they or their units will perform well in a

" combat environment. Administrative officers were significantly

lower for both the Job Training and Pride sub-components.

VI. Conclusions: The findings of the present study clearly
indicate that the combat attitudes within the Administrative

Career Field are very healthy, with several strengths which

should continue to aid any mission support endeavors. -
Specifically, perceptions of lLeadership, considered by many

behavioral scientists to be the most significant of the human

N factors to insure combat effectiveness, is a very important .
d strength for the Administrative Career Field. Also, the high

- scores on Organizational Climate certainly indicate that the )
b personnel bhave high morale and job satisfaction. The relatively

§ lower ratings for the Combat Training and Combat Mental Set

&

sub-components were not really unexpected due to the
traditionally perceived distance between the administrative

]
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functions and the operational mission elements. Also, unit

exercises do not incorporate situations to test and prepare

administrative personnel for paossible combat-related support

- requirements. The significantly lower perception of Pride for

J administrative officers, compared to other officers, is the most
serious finding. This perception may affect not only the

4 potential for combat effectiveness, but may also have a daily

& impact on those officers® job performance, units, personnel, and

& families. Finally, over the past two years, the USAF Director of

Q Administration has initiated several new programs designed to

N enhance the image of the personnel assigned to the Administrative

{ Career Field. The impact of these programs on this research is

;: not clear; however, they should help the image and confidence of

{' the personnel in the Administrative Career Field.

g VII. Recommendations: Senior Air Force leadership and

Y Administrative Career Field functional managers should use the
results of this research to further strengthen the Administrative

¢ Career Field and enhance its personnel’s poatential for combat

o . . e .

L effectiveness. Specifically, current programs designed to

enhance the self-image and performance of administrative

i personnel should be continued. Also, new initiatives and

o programs are needed to firmly convince the personnel in the

- Administrative Career Field that they have a positive impact on

! their units’ operational mission. Special attention should be
:@ given to the problem administrative officers have with pride;
* current programs maybe helping, but more is needed. Finally,
o special emphasis is needed to insure that realistic

combat-related situations for administrative functions are tested
and practiced during exercises.
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Chapter One

- INTRODUCTION

Colonel G. Mokrousov, of the Soviet Army, describes what he
considers "a serious deficiency in exercises—-—a lack of realism
in terms of logistics, engineering, medical, and other ‘combat
support® aspects of battle"” (1984, p. 39). This quote comes from
a Soviet Ministry of Defense article summarized in a recent Air
Force Journal of Logistics. The article highlights a serious
problem facing any military force preparing for combat. An even
more serious problem is to disregard the role human concerns play
in combat effectiveness. History provides numerous examples of
superior forces being defeated by smaller forces whose strengths
lay in unit cohesion and morale and not in numbers. The Air
Force has combined the measuring of several of these human
aspects of combat into an overall index of "combat attitude,"
which is just as appropriate for support personnel as for those

actually fighting. The topic of this report is the combat

attitudes of personnel in the Air Force’s administrative career
- field, one of the "other support” functions to which Colonel
Mokrousov referred. |
For centuries, military leaders have sensed that intangible

factors (i.e., motivation, morale, leadership., and cohesion)

~..q--- -yt W
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directly impact a soldier’s combat effectiveness. This awareness
is very clear, even in early military writings. Xenophon, a
Greelk mercenary, believed that it was not the army®’s numerical
superiority which brought victory: "Whichever army goes into
battle stronger in soul, their enemies generally cannot withstand
them" (Kellett, 1982, p. 3). In modern times, studies involving
the psychological aspects of combat effectiveness (i.e.,
willingness to fight, motivation, and morale) began after World
War 1. However, this area of research never really boomed until
after World War II. The end of the Vietnam War and the advent of
the all volunteer military led to even greater interest in combat
effectiveness.

A great deal of the research aon combat attitudes has been
conducted by the military services themselves. For example, the
Army has been '"gathering data on soldiers’ perceptions of various
aspects of the command climate" since 1975 through their annual
Sold.ers_Report (1984, p. i). Most of these studies have been
limited to the combat effectiveness of the Army’s combat arms

personnel while persaonnel assigned support duties have been

largely neglected. As Sorley (1980) points out, a number of

non—~combatant factors help determine a military unit®s ability to
accomplish its mission. Therefore, it seems not only appropriate -

but necessary that studies concerning these non-combatant factors

be conducted-—thus the impetus behind the present research

focusing on the administrative career field.

The administrative career field warrants in-depth study, if

e
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only because of its diverse responsibility and size. In fact, it

is the Air Force’s largest career field, based on January 198S
ié ‘ manning figures. It is unlikely that administrative personnel
%ﬁ» will face a Battle of the Bulge situation, where "cooks, clerks,
R and drivers soaked up the attack of five German panzer armies"
§§ ) (Beaumont % Snyder, 1980, p. 33). However, in future combat
ﬁ% . rones, administrative personnel will perform many day-to-day
H? functions (i.e., controlling of classified material, managing
$§ official and personnel postal functions, publishing orders and
gg regulations, and providing printing and documentation support)
E? which will be needed by operational forces to ensure mission
%2 accomplishment. With the various scenarios which may face US
R/
g& forces in Europe and the recent increased emphasis on mobility
ﬂ& and rapid deployment forces, the will to perform in a hostile
%52 zone for administrative personnel is critically important.
by
?é} Attesting to the importance of this premise is that NATO held a
gjc special symposium in 1981 on the morale and motivation of
%g military personnel whose jobs normally do not involve combat.
g%' "It is impossible to prove that there is a serious problem
o with the American "will” to fight. The definite answer to that
g%? * question lies on some future battlefield" (Hauser, 1980, p. 209).
%Q Rather than wait for the answer on the battlefield, the Air
K0 o Force’s Leadership and Management Development Center (LMDC)
‘% developed the Combat Attitude Survey (CAS) in an effort to gain
?? ' some insight into "will to fight" before the fighting begins.
h The primary purpose of the CAS is to measure the perceptions of
™
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potential for combat effectiveness of Air Force personnel. One

of the innovative aspects of the CAS is that a wide range of

personnel, encompassing a broad spectrum of ranks and duties, .
have completed the survey. Therefore, attitudes of personnel
from combat and non—combatant jobs can be compared and analyzed.
Results of such studies can be useful to senior Air Force
leadership in helping maintain our forces at the highest state of
readiness. The present report is primarily concerned with CAS
results on combat attitudes from a sample of Air Force personnel
assigned to the administrative career field. Data from this
study are presented using a combat effectiveness model developed
by LMDC researchers and based on Waller’s (1982) review of
psychological components relevant to combat effectiveness. The
model consists of four primary components: Cohesion, Morale,
Combat Motivation, and Leadership. The model is explained in
more detail in Chapter Two.

The purpose of this research report is three—-fold. The
first purpose is to determine if there are significant
differences in the combat attitudes of officers, civilians, and
enlisted personnel in the administrative career field as compared
to those of personnel in corresponding categories in other Air
Force career fields. The second is to analyze any statistically
significant attitudinal differences between the above cateqgories
and explore those differences in light of previous combat
attitude, combat effectiveness, and behavioral science studies. .

The last is to develop recommendations for administrative career
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field leaders and functional managers on how to optimize the

strengths of the career field and deal with the weaknesses.

The author selected this particular research subject for
three reasons. The first was to learn the perceptions of
personnel assigned to the same career field as the auvthor.
Secondly, since the author expects to continue working in the
administrative career field, the combat attitude results should
provide valuable insights for future use. Finally, this research
was chosen because the current LMDC research function will be
terminated later this year. Although the data base will be
transferred to the Air Force Human Resources lL.aboatory, Brooks
AFB, Teras, future data are not likely to be as readily available
and diversified. Therefore, the author felt that the present
research provided a most unique opportunity to gain valuable
information while the data are current and readily available.

The present report is organized as follows. Chapter Two
contains a literature review which presents various studies and
findings on the subject of combat attitudes, how combat attitudes
are measured, and the effect of combat attitudes on combat

effectiveness. Next, Chapter Three describes the methodology

a . used to obtain and analyre information to accomplish the research
i goals. Chapter Four contains the results of the analysis of

k ’ comhat attitude data for administrative personnel. Chapter Five
: is a discussion of the results in light of previous studies and

E the author’®s 14 years of experience in the administrative career
2 field. Finally, Chapter Six contains conclusions and
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recommendations on ways to enhance the ability of administrative
career field personnel to more effectively provide support to the

Air Force’s "fly and fight" mission.
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Chapter Two

LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter provides a brief review of studies which
explain the relationship between various human behavioral factors
and combat effectiveness. Attention is given to specific
psychosocial factors that have a direct impact on the combat

effectiveness of military personnel. Marashian (1982) provides a

good definition of these factors, while also adding emphasis to
their importance, when he defines the human factors as:
Those factors that could psychologically affect a
soldier’s will to fight and significantly influence
whether a unit is combat effective or not. Combat
effectiveness of a unit was based on the sum effect of
these factors on each of the soldiers within a
particular unit. (p. 13)
All of the literature reviewed, including the analyses and
conclusions, discussed only combat personnel. No studies were

found which concentrated on military personnel in support fields

in general, or the administrative career field in particular.

- The use of surveys, scientific methodology. and behavioral
science principles in the study of combat effectiveness did not
appear until after World War I1. FkKellett (1982) summarizes the

pre— and post-World War Il periods of study:
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During the First World War, psychologists were
primarily involved in intelligence testing and
personnel selection: not until the Second World War did
they broaden their concern to include analysis of
morale and attitude formation. It was hoped that,
among other things, testing procedures would divert
from combat assignments soldiers psychologically
unsuited for battle. (p. 15)

Three developments or changes in fhe mid-twentieth century
were directly responsible for the increased interest in the "will
to fight" and other human factors. First, the sharp rise 1in
technology for weapons, mobility, and communications dramatically
changed the nature of war. Second, the character of war changed
to include whole societies, mass armies which no longer fought in
the trenches, and the beginning of guerrilla warfare. Finally,
the emerqgin-g theories and concepts of sociology and psychiatry
allowed for in—-depth analysis of individual and group behavior
(Beaumont % Snyder, 198u,. The latter development provided the
tools to allow for a more complete estimate of the potential for
combat effectiveness of military personnel. Along with results
of formal training exercises, numbers of personnel and weapons,
and levels of operational maintenance, human factors could be
incorporated into the potential for combat effectiveness
evaluations.

Many of the first studies following World War II were
monographs based on personal experience; however, by the end of
the 1940°s a number of substantial empirical studies appeared.
One of the earliest to receive attention was the detailed record
of the United States’ s World War Il effort documented by Marshall

in his 1947 book, Men_Agqainst Fire. Based on thousands of
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personal interviews, he concluded that an army’s spirit wins
battles and that soldiers® performance is influenced by
leadership, training, and morale. Later studies by Shils and
Janowitz (1948) on the importance of cohesion in small military
units more specifically discussed the real significance of
intangible human factors from a sociologist®s point of view.
Kellett (1982) credits Stouffer, Suchman, DeVinney, Star, and
Williams (1949) with conducting the most notable empirical study
on motivation and the measurable group processes.

Following the Korean War there was renewed interest in the

areas of "will to fight" and combat effectiveness. The "fighter
factor" studies were designed to determine if "fighters" or
"non—~-fighters" could be determined based on different variables
like health, intelligence, and potential for leadership. One
conclusion was that "the qualities of fighters are potentially
measurable and give promise of the possibility of identifying
fighters by appropriately developed tests" (Egbert, Meeland,
Cline, Forgy, Spickler, and Brown, 1957, p. 77). Studies in the
19607 s and 1970°s centered around comparisons of management and
leadership styles, the all volunteer military, and the stress
factor in the nuclear age. However, virtually every author

studying this area discusses some human or psychosocial factors

‘ which affect combat effectiveness. Therefore, the remainder of

this chapter is dedicated to a discussion of four major

psychological factors: Cohesion, Morale, Leadership, and Combat

Motivation.
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Cohesion

One of the best documented and important of the psychosocial
factors is cohesion. For the purpose of this paper, a working
definition of cohesion is the "bonding together of members of an
organization or unit in such a way as to sustain their will and
commi tment to each other, their unit and the mission" (Johns,
1984, p. ix). Shils and Janowitz"s (1948) in—-depth study of the
German World War II army’s social organization, Cohesion_and

Disintegration_in_the Wehrmacht. determined that a key to the
behavior of the soldiers was the interpersonal relationships
within the soldiers”™ primary groups. Even though fighting
against larger forces with superior weapons, the Germans’® high
degree of combat effectiveness and extremely low desertion rates
were the result of "the steady satisfaction of certain primary
personality demands afforded by the social organization of the
army”" (Shils % Janowitz, 1948, p. 281). Marshall (1948) stressed
the importance of the primary group:

I hold it to be one of the simplest truths of war that

the thing which enables an infantry soldier to keep

going with his weapons is the near presence or the

personal presence of a comrade. . . . he is sustained

by his fellows. (p. 21%)

He further concludes that the sense of community among five
or six men in the same situation was the main factor determining
combat effectiveness. There is no reason to believe that the

historical relationship between unit cohesion and combat

effectiveness will not continue (Jacobowitz, 1979). A
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& significant conclusion in Jacobowitz’s study is that tactical
? land and air forces have the greatest need for cohesion due to

. the possibility of being called into instant combat in any

unstable situation.

) However, cohesion does not always ensure the organizational
,4 ’ goals will be achieved or even pursued. Wesbrook (1982) found
% that group cohesion, which is key for commitment to group goals,
¥ .
é can also build resistance to organization goals. To support this
* viewpoint, Wesbrook (1980) extracts the following from John
ﬁ Helmer s study on the American soldier in Vietnam:
.§ Where primary—group solidarity existed, more often than
4 not it served to foster and reinforce dissent from the

gqoals of the military organization and to aorganize
refusal to perform according to institutional norms.
K (p. 257)

" Morale

a Morale, the second behavioral human factor affecting combat
ja effectiveness, is not well understood, but most authors and

& successful leaders agree it is a powerful factor. Field Marshall

" Montgomery stated it well: "The morale of the soldiers is the

greatest single factor in war" (Richardson, 1978, p. 21). In his

oy study of Strateqic Air Command®s bomber force, Miller (1965)

W concluded that morale was the most exasperating and unpredictable
g factor of concern to the military. For the present research,

‘E . morale is defined as the psychological state where the members of
ﬁ . a group are generally satisfied with the surrounding environment

that affects them and the group; furthermore, it is a state where

they have a strong motivation to achieve the group’s goals even

i 11
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in times of crisis. It is difficult to find literature on
leadership or combat effectiveness that does not include some
mention of morale. In their study of measuring morale, Motovidlo
and Borman (1976) found that:

Military units rated high on the morale scales were .

also rated high on overall effectiveness and low on

frequency of low-morale activities like dissent, drug

abuse, and destruction/sabotage. Members of units

rated high on some of the morale scales were more

likely to report high morale and intentions of

reenlisting. {(p. 177)

One of the big challenges for military leaders is to instill
high morale in their people. Sorely (1979) is very critical of
the Army’s pervasive and deep-seated morale problems which
directly hampered the Army®s readiness and thus endanger national
security. To resolve the Army*s low morale problems, a
recommendation was made to institute something similar to the
British regimental system within the Army. The Army has an
ongoing task force to study this and other suggestions. Several
of the suggestions have been adopted; however, critics seriously
doubt whether the expensive regimental system would improve the
morale and esprit de corps of Army personnel (Phillips. 1982).

In Fighting Spirit, Richardson (1978) proposed that morale
could be divided into three parts: individual morale, morale
within small groups, and morale within the entire unit. It is
the latter part, unit morale, which results from the interaction
of tradition and esprit de corps. General Patton®s Third Army in

World War II possessed this kind of morale. It is also this kind

of unit morale that Bishop (1977) calls "unit spirit" in his
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article describing the model combat squadron during the Vietnam
conflict.

The Aivr Force considers morale important and recognizes the
impact of morale on combat readiness. Morale is the only human
behaviaral factor specifically addressed in the Air Force
regulation on combat readiness reporting, AFR S5-15. This Air
Force directive reguires that commanders consider the subjective
factor of morale when determining readiness status.

Leadership has been recognized for centuries as having a
great impact on combat effectiveness of military personnel;
however, there is no universally accepted list of skills or
attributes which a successful leader must possess. Beaumont and
Snyder (1980, p. 24) suggest thoughts on leadership changed
dramatically at the end of World War II as "sociological and
psychological thinking was being applied to military problem
solving." It is interesting to note that only after the start of
World War II did General Eisenhower direct that a course in
military leadership be added at West Foint. Whether a
traditional leader, referred to as heroic fighter in many
writings, or a behavioralist feader of the 1960°s, a leader
influences the group’s morale, cohesion, and effectiveness. The
authors of The_ American Soldier (Stouffer et al., 1949) describe

one accepted view of the relationship between soldiers and their

leaderss

The officer who commanded the personal respect and
loyalty of his men could mobilize the full support of a

13
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; willing followership. . . . . If. however, the officer
5 had alienated his men, he had to rely primarily on
: coercion. (p. 263

¥y -

Even while many of the post-korean War studies were still -

o

being conducted, the world environment was changing and so was

e o3 th o
ool g e,
*

the traditional description of the leader. The 1950 and 19&0s

brought technology changes, worldwide military operations, the

s W ad

atomic bomb, and recognition of space as a potential military

el

1] arena.

; Indeed, the old-fashioned garrison lifestyle and the

§ separate worlds for military and civilians were gone forever.

g The new generation of personnel had new standards and were caught

3 up in the debate of whether an officer was a leader or a manager

ﬁ (Janowitz, 1971). Huntington (1978) explains the changes in the

y modern officer bv statir g that officers became professionals,

? replacing the warriors of the past, and pursued a "higher

; calling" in the service of society. Additionally, Goldberg

1) (1984) notes "preoccupation with management has only muddied the

N waters and done little to solve the problems or further the

? individual officer’s ability to lead or manage" (p. 2). Military

% critics contend that the shift from leadership to management and

ﬁ from a moral commitment to a calculative orientation were the

» primary reasons for group cohesion breakdown in Vietnam. Moskos
(Johns, 1984) sees it differently by concluding that the entire .

% military has shifted from the traditional institutional model to

: the occupational model. He supports his position by describing

the all-volunteer force, the periodic call for a salaried

-
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military, and the similarity of jobs between the military and
civilian job environment. Whatever the changing role of the
leader, the fact remains that unit effectiveness will depend on
the leader’s ability to manage the unit, define the rules and
procedures for appropriate behavior, perform as a model, teach
skills, and provide support (Hoiberg, 1980).
Combat Motivation

Combat motivation, as called the "will to fight," is
probably the least understood, but most significant, of the human
behaviaral factors affecting combat effectiveness. The classical
"fighting factor" studies following the kKorean War really did not
define or measure the "will to fight." Wesbrook’s (1980) study
on disintegration reveals the collapse of military forces occurs
when the "will to fight" is lost. He concludes that
disintegration is unpredictable, happens very fast, and totally
incapacitates those forces. bDased on the experiences of American
military personnel in the Vietnam War, Segal and Lengermann
(1980) questions whether the American public has the "national
will" or military personnel have the "will to fight" to allow the
United States to fight for its national security. During the
late 1970s one ot the important questions was whether or not
military personnel of the all-volunteer force would have the

. "will to fight" and become a viable combat force.

Hauser's (1980) in-depth study on why soldiers fight

concludes they fight for only four reasons: submission, fear,

lovalty, and pride. He also explores three questions: ta) Where
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does the will to fight come from, (b) can the will to fight be
measured, and (c) can the will to fight be acquired or instilled.
The interested reader may wish to review Hauser’ s The Will

to Fight, in which he concludes, "The Army"s inability to measure
its own morale-psychological readiness appears to be matched Ly
an inability to take the measures necessary to i1mprove its

situation” (1980, p. 188).

Summary

As stated before, no articles or studies were found which
specifically address the impact on combat effectiveness of thece
four human factors for administrative personnel. Several authors
made reference to non-combatants and personnel providing support
functions to operational units. Irn their study of the military
as a "sense of calling.,”" Segal and Lengermann "did not find any
difference between combat and non-combat personnel” (1980,
p. 16&6). MAn attitudinal assessment of military students at Air
University in 1981 concluded "officers with support AFSCs showed
a higher “sense of honor® than officers with operational AFS5Cs"
(Bonen, 1981, p. viii). Also, the same study concluded that
officers in support career fields identified themselves more with
the Air Force officer corps., compared to the officers from
operational career fields who identified more with members of
their own career field. In Caldwell s (1984) study on the impact
on combat readiness, strengths, and weaknesses of the Air Force’s
augmentation programs, he found the personnel from the "soft

core" fields, including administration, are being hurt by the

16
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poor management of the program and the lack of quality training.
But, these very few findings do not really provide much basis for
developing hypotheses for the present research focusing on the
administrative career field.

The lack of previous work does not imply there is an
expectation that the perceptions of combat effectiveness for
administrative personnel are comparable to those of their
counterparts. To the contrary, given the large size and unique
perspectives of the administrative career field, it is quite
likely that administrative personnel®s attitudes differ from
those of other personnel in at least some aspects of the
Potential for Combat Effectiveness Model. This model will be
discussed in more detail in the next chapter. The present
research seeks to identify these differences, analyze them, and
provide senior Air Force leadership and functional area managers
with conclusions and recommendations to capitalize on the
administrative career field's strengths and improve on the

weaknesses.
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Chapter Three

METHOD
This chapter presents the methods used to gather and analy:ze
the data for the present research. It describes the instruments
and the data collection method, identifies the subject personnel,

and outlines the statistical techniques for data analysis.

instrumentation
The Leadership and Management Development Center (LMDC) uses
the Organizational Assessment Package (0AP), the Combat Attitude
Survey (CAS) and the FPotential for Combat Effectiveness Model as
|

primary tools to support its mission of

1. providing consultative services to Air Force commanders;

2. providing leadership and management training to Air
Force personnel in their work environment; and

Y. performing research on Air Force systemic issues using
information in the LMDC data base.
Organizational Assessment Fackage

The OAP is a 109-item survey (Appendix C), designed jointly
by the Air Force Human Resources Laboratory and LMDC. The survey
consists of 16 demographic items and 93 attitudinal items. The

OAF is divided into seven sections: background information, jab

inventory, job desires, supervision, work group effectiveness,

19
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organization climate, and job related satisfaction. For each
survey question or statement, participants respond using &
7-point scale. Generally, a response of "1" indicates strong
disagreement or dissatisfaction with the question or statement
while a "7" indicates strong agreement or satisfaction.
Documentatiaon of the factor analysis results during OAP
development is provided in Hendrixx and Halverson (197%a, 197%9b).
Short and Hamilton (1981) conducted a factor by factor assessment
of the reliability of the 0AF and found that it showed "generally
acceptable to excellent reliability for the primary factors," and
"that they were reliable enough for collection of Air Force
systemic data" (p. 27). After 2 years of field use, the validity
of the O0AF was re-examined by Hightower and Short (1982). Their
findings also support tt . use of the OAF as a data gathering

instrument.

The CAS is a 70-item survey (Appendix D) designed by LMDC in
early 1982. While the 0OAF measures demographic and general
organizational areas, the CAS measures additional general
organizational areas and addresses the areas of combat and
preparation for combat. Unlike the O0AF, there are few suppoarting
studies concerning the reliability of the CAS. However,

preliminary indicators are that the survey is reliable and valid.

The combat effectiveness model, developed by LMDC based on

Waller™ s (1982) review of psychosocial components and combat
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effectiveness, combines portions of the 0AF with the CAS. A
follow-on study by Brown (1985) describes a review and
reconstruction process of the model incorporating a four-step
statistical process. The model measures the perceptions of
potential for combat effectiveness of Air Force personnel. The
four components of the model are Cohesion, Morale, Combat
Motivation, and lLeadership. (For the sake of clarity, the four
components and seven sub-components will be capitalized
throughout this report.) The components of Morale and Combat

Motivation are divided into four and three sub-components

respectively. See Figure 1 for a schematic diagram of the model.
Appendix E contains a list of the specific OAF and CAS survey
1tems supporting each sub-component. .
Cohesion is defined as the "bonding together of members of

an organization or unit in such a way as to sustain their will
and commitment to each other, their unit, and the mission”
(Johns, 1984, p. ix). Specific Cohesion items include group
morale and loyalty, mutual trust, and satisfaction with co-wortker
relationships. Morale is a measure of satisfaction across the
whole life environment including family, work, and play.
Specific items include a feeling of helpfulness, job security,
good work climate where the organization cares for its emploayees

- and recognires outstanding performance, self pride, and

\ satisfactory job training. Combat Motivation, or measuring the

"will to fight," is based on being responsible to the unit,

adjusting to the military life, attitudes on war and combat, and
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the extent training and exercises enhance member®s skills and

increase combat readiness.

Leadership is "infl

uencing human

behavior so as to accomplish a mission in the manner desired by

the leader"

(Hayes % Thomas,

1984, p.

13 .

Items which help

assess the quality of leadership include encouragement of team -

work ,

training,

establishment of work procedures,

and asking for employees’

providi

inputs.
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All data for the present study were collected as a part of
LMDC’ s management consultation process. LMDC uses a six—-step
management consultation process to support the primary mission of
helping Air Force organizations become more effective through
identifying and resolving leadership and management problems. It
should be noted that all results of the process are treated in a
confidential manner between LMDC and the client (the commander or
staff agency chief). The OAP is LMDC’s primary survey in
measuring general organization attitudes. The CAS is also used
if the client unit has a direct combat mission for which
meaningful perceptions can be abtained. The two surveys are
linked together for each respondent by a unique code number.

Data for both the OAFP and CAS were gathered as a census of the
organization visited.

Step one of the process is the invitation by a commander or
agency chief for LMDC to consult with an organization. The
second step is a pre-visit to the client by an LMDC consultant to
ensure there is an understanding of the consulting process, the
required client support, and whether or not LMDC has the
expertise to assist in resolving any specific unit praoblem. Step
three is the actual administering of the OAFP (and CAS when
requested) to all members of the client organization in group
survey sessions. No one from the client organization ever
handles surveys in the process. All participants are assured of

individual anonymity. Step four is the analysis of the collected
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data back at LMDC and a comparison of the statistical results.

The next step is the "tailored visit" back to the client
organization to present the results and assist in resolving any
weal: areas (e.g., goal setting, conflict resolution, and team
building). The final step occurs six months after the tai1lored
visit and includes additional OAF surveys and interviews to
determine the impact of the LMDC process on the client
organization. A final report containing this information is sent

to the client organization.

The data from the OAP-CAS linked administrations are stored
in a cumulative data base containing over 446,000 matched records.
In addition to the 16 demographic items, other demographic
information collected ari stored for each record include work
group code, personnel category and pay grade, age, sei, Air Force
Specialty Code (AFSC), base, and major command. The information
for the present report includes data received from January, 1982,
through September, 1985. All OAF data in the present report are

from the pre—intervention (initial) data gathering.

The subjects for the present study were Air Force 0AFP-CAS
respondents working in the administrative career field and those
working in other career fields. The administrative career fi1eld
15 most unigque, as administrative personnel work in virtually

every function and at every level. Except for personnel assigned
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directly to the Director of Administration at any organizational
level, administrative personnel usually work with and for
non—administrative personnel. To examine the combat attitude
perceptions of administrative personnel in this diverse
environment, responses to 0AP-CAS linked surveys were taken from
the active data base to form two independent groups:
administrative personnel and the LMDC data base. The
administrative personnel group consists of officer, enlisted, and
Department of the Air Force civil service personnel performing
duties in Duty Air Force Specialty Code (DAFSC) 70XX or 702XX.
For this study, the data base group is comprised of personnel
from the remainder of the data base in the same personnel
categories, but in different specialties. Sample sizes {for the
two groups are shown in Table 1. The data are taken from 82
separate survey administrations at 28 bases or organizations in
eight major commands and six direct reporting units or special

operating agencies.
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Table 1

Sample Sizes of Comparison Groups

Officers Enlisted Civilians
Administration 152 1986 1463
Data Hase 4414 37519 1778
25

LIS s ]

\)
A, Jl‘? XY t\w b

(R W e X ) A0S »

T L T N B L T T T T O G Ty A G LAYy
i \r ““ X} NS Ny !‘! RIS v S STl o

SO NN

/
U
e i

Y .:



f_F AP W

et

LAl e oo w 4 aia Rio das dia o0 T TIYY Y b nle uad 28 _oan - o)

Procedures
The statistical analyses of survey results for the two
groups were conducted in two separate examinations: "Analysis of

Demographic Information®" and "Comparison of Administrative

Personnel to the LMDC Data Base." The Statistical Package

tor_the Social Sciences (SPSEX) _User’s Guide (1983) provided the
appropriate statistical programs and analytical tools for the
analysis.

The demographic analysis was conducted to provide the sample
groups® characteristics. The total number of valid responses in
the data base for the variables or key factors being examined is
shown by the number, n. The specific SFS55X subprogram used to
analyze the demographic ‘‘ata was "Crosstabs.'

Comparison of "Administrative Personnel to the Data B:

For these analyses, combat attitudes of administrative
personnel in the three personnel categories (officer, enlisted,
and civilian) were compared to attitudes from personnel in the
remainder of the data base. Two-tailed t-tests discerned any
attitudinal differences between the administrative and
non-administrative groups within each personnel category. The
level of significance for all t-tests was alpha = .05 (i.e., the
95% confidence level). An F-test was used to test the assumption
of equal variances. Where indicated appropriate, t-tests for

unequal variance groups were used. These procedures were used to

determine variables in which administrative personnel varied

26
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significantly from the data base.

it chapter has presented o descraption of the s veys that
were used and explained how they were administered. Also, the
subjects were described and the statistical methods for data
analysis were reviewed. The results of these analyses are

presented in the next chapter.
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Chapter Four

RESULTS
This chapter contains the statistical results of the CAS
survey comparing administrative personnel with other Air Force
personnel for demographics and perceptions of combat

effectiveness.

Tables A-1 through A-20, Appendix A, provide descriptive
information for administrative personnel and data base personnel
who participated in joint OAP-CAS survey sessions. In the
following summary of demographic results, the percent figure in
parentheses is the corresponding result for the data base
population and is only indicated where the comparison is
noteworthy.

Office
The typical administrative officer survey respondent has
been in the Air Force 4 years or more. More than 21% (5%4) of the
respondents are black and 73% (464%) are younger than 35 years
old. The typical administrative officer respondent is married

with 22% (10%) of the married officers married to another
military member. More than 777% (39%) of the officers”™ spouses

are employed outside the home. In the education arena, 33% of
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the administrative officer respondents have earned advanced
degrees while less than 174 (8%) hold a doctoral degree. More
than 89% (859%4) are supervisors. Finally, 29% of the surveyed
administrative officers are either undecided about an Air Force
career or will probably separate.
Enlisted Personnel

The typical administrative enlisted respondent is less than
30 years old and has less than 8 years in the Air Force. Less
than 20% of these respondents have more than 12 years of service.
Slightly over 307 (16%) of the surveyed administrative enlisted
force is black. More than bhalf of the administrative enlisted
personnel are married, and 72% (S0%) of the spouses work outside
the home. One out of every four administrative enlisted
respondents is a supervisor with nearly 234 (55%) working day
shifts., Over 30%Z of the administrative enlisted respondents
indicated they were highly likely to make the Air Force a career.
Civilian Personnel

More than 2974 (S8%4) of the administrative civilian
respondents have more than 12 years federal service. Over 24%
(19%) of the the administrative career field civilian respondents
are minority group members and half of these minority group
members are black. Nearly 72% of the administrative civilians
are married with approximately half the married civilians being
married to a military member. As for education level, 994 of the

civilian adminigtrative respondents have a high school diploma

but, only 114 (21%4) have a college degree. Less than 11%4 of the

30

e, _‘ ‘H* .\..r.‘z ‘J' L

Nl LY R

Tt -(' -(' - -I' d‘_ N A I-( i I A ; y {;-j\ J“'-I‘ fﬂ
“ Nt W R ) "y
R R N e ¥



P I r L Y T
T Sy y SRR,

civilian administrative respondents write an APR/0OER or some
other performance appraisal. Just over 1% (14%) of the civilian
personnel within the administrative career field work some
schedule other than day shifts. While nearly S57%7 of the
administrative civilians indicated “career’ or “likely career?’
intent, almost 12% of the respondents indicated their intention

to retire, separate, or likely separate.
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Overall, the results indicate that administrative personnel
in all three personnel categories rate the quality of Leadership
within their organizations significantly higher than other Air
Force personnel. Additionally, administrative personnel have
significantly higher results for the Cohesion and Morale
components but significantly lower results for the Combat
Motivation component. Detailed results are provided in Tables
B-1 through B-4, Appendix B.

Officers

Administrative officers were significantly different from
other Air Force Officers in their ratings of six of the nine
combat effectiveness components or sub-components considered for
this analysis (see Table 2). The administrative officers
expressed more positive perceptions on one component and three
sub~-components and less positive perceptions on two of the
sub-components. Additionally, administrative officers were
significantly higher than other Air Force officers on six of the

seven items which comprise the Organizational Climate
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sub~-component (See Table 3).

Significant Combat Attitude Differences for
Administrative Officers -

COMPONENT /
Sub-component

Mean Dif+
Job Satisfaction D.62 .28
Organizational Climate 5.62 .41
Fride 5.33 —. 26
Job Training 4.68 ~-. 39
Military Commitment 6.07 - 15
LEADERSHIF 5.49 - 29

Table =

Significant Differences on Organizational Climate Items
for Administrative Officers

Item Mean Dif+f
Org Provides all Necessary Info 5.59 .49
Unit Aware of Important Events-Situations 5.61 « 29
Complaints Aired Satisfactorily 5.05 .28
Strong Interest in Welfare of People S5.74 &7
Outstanding Performance Recognized S.60 .49
Org Rewards FPeople Based on Ferformance 5.28 .45

Administrative enlisted personnel were significantly
different from other Air Force enlisted personnel in their ratings
of all four combat effectiveness components. They were higher in

all sub-components except for Combat Mental Set and Combat Training
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%* (see Table 4). There was not, however, a significant difference on
;% the overall measure of Fotential for Combat Effectiveness. Also,
¥. - the enlisted person?el in the administrative career field had

lﬁ significantly higher results, shown in Table 5, for all seven of
the items comprising the Organizational Climate sub—component. For

0 the Combat Mental Set component, the administrative enlisted

8
40
%‘ personnel had significantly lower means on four of the items as
i
b compared to the means for enlisted personnel in the remainder of
f‘ the data base. Specifically, for the two Mental Set items, "If I
o
t# am sent into a combat situation, I think 1’11 do all right" and "I
")
0 think I'm prepared to be involved in warfare," the administrative
£
2¢ respondents had significantly lower means.
?ﬁ __________________________________________________________________
A
Table 4
%: Significant Combat Attitude Differences for
B Administrative Enlisted Personnel
.'
i COMIPONENT /
i Sub- Lomponent Mean Diff
\‘;
fJ‘ “ . -
?" COHESTON 5.19 .21
o Job Satisfaction S.13 .24
A Organizational Climate 4.62 .51
KR Mental Set 4.74 -.46
Combat Training 4,23 -.10
LEADERSHIF 4,90 .19

Civilian administrative personnel were significantly
different from other Air Force civilian personnel in their ratings

of the one component and two sub-components listed in Table &4.
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Additionally, the civilian administrative personnel, like the

-

enlisted administrative personnel, had significantly lower means

L
-

for the two Mental Set items.
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Table S
-k * .
ﬁ@ Significant Differences on Organizational Climate Items for
gv Administrative Enlisted Personnel
peL .
ﬁﬁ Item Mean Dif+
3? Work Group’s Ideas Readily Accepted by Mgt 4.43 .42
0’ Org Frovides all Necessary Information 4.48 53
h' Unit Aware of Important Events-Situations .08 <31
) Complaints Aired Satisfactorily 4,29 .28
03
. . Strong Interest in Welfare of People 4,48 -9l
?’ Outstanding Ferformance Recognized 4.84 <53
%ﬁ Org Rewards People Based on Performance 4.42 .58
S
.“. _________________________________________________________________
¥ .‘
X, Table 6
%
\Q Significant Combat Attitude Differences for
Mo Administrative Civilian Personnel ‘
Lo |
'} COMFONENT / j
e Sub-component Mean Dif+f |
2 |
g Organizational Climate 5.00 .46
" Mental Set 4.41 -.78
s LEADERSHIP 5.36 <43
) T
£; """""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""
‘fi Summary
' Results for each personnel category for the nine components .
Iy
%ﬁ and sub-components used for the analysis are summarized in Table 7.
)
f& As shown throughout this chapter, perceptions on several components
‘.l".
" and sub-components of combat effectiveness for the personnel of the
R
nS 34
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182 administrative career field are significantly different from those
’ii,"f‘.
uht
'&f of Air Force contemporaries. The next chapter discusses these
e , findings.
e

4
S
R e e e ——————————————————
‘..‘.?:

‘ Table 7
vy :
Qk Components and Sub-components
g& Significantly Different for Administrative Fersonnel
el -
R COMPONENT /

Sub—component Officers Enlisted Civilians

.'.t"t ———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
o COHESION - 5.19+ -
o Job Satisfaction S.62+ 5.13+ -
M Organizational Climate  S.39+ 4.62+ 5. 00+
DO Fride 5. 33~ - -

3 Job Training 4.68- - -
NS Military Adjustment 6.07+ o -
L Mental Set - 4.74- 4.41-
& Combat Training — 4,23~ -
Y LEADERSHIF 5. 49+ 4.90+ S. 36+
H '!
[ |

o Note. A positive or negative sign (+/-) indicates whether the

f administrative mean is significantly higher/lower than other Air
Force personnel. Dashes (--) indicate there is not a significant
difference between means.

e . v e e e
e,".i,‘ﬁ," A4S \!.4' T \ y
O W ARG

o e N A Y . \ L AT AT AT AT A AR A AT TR A LRI
Of0 ATAYAL SO AL B & O ¥ ‘ % t
e A".‘:O_'.’A"-“u::’l’» QAR N 1Y (A ORSEE RN ARE NG L4t WX LAY N R SN AN l':?"i‘ L AN RN XK MACNIN N R LR e LA



?@{ ]

gp Chapter Five

j‘\_’f." -

¥

oo, DISCUSSION

‘w‘;»’:

(310 . . . .

*ﬁ This chapter presents a discussion of the swvey results on

t'ﬁ"' .

4 ‘ 1 . . . .

'@b the demographics and combat attitude perceptions of

) administrative personnel. However, first it is important to note

) »

LY 78 . . . . - . .

ﬁa‘ there are limitations with using perceptions to project actual

Sy . .

!%% behavior under combat conditions. Brown and Moscos (1976)

u

i : o . .

o summarized the limitations by concluding:

0

5;: Inferring combat behavior from attitudinal items is an

Rﬁﬂ impossible task. . . . But, short of actual ground

Nk' warfare, there are partial indicators which can give

researchers and Army leaders some ideas as to what the

¢ volunteer soldier’s motivation and performance might

:E ~ be. (p. 8)

13‘52"

¥,

i y . . . .y ..

e Administrative Career Fiel

S i ‘ . . . 4

o The diversity of the administrative career field cannot be

G

o)

L . . L

;F\ overemphasized, particularl for the two military personnel

‘(h. I P Y

ol

0 categories. Officers can expect assignments to many base-level

(o) =

.' duties, 1.e., administrative officer, executive officer, protocol

: officer, and squadron section commander, all before attaining the

i

ﬂa - rank of major. The enlisted personnel, also available for a wide
*

,’( variaty of possible duties, havse evperienced two major

vsﬁ

i,ﬂ . reshignments within their career field since 1976. Those
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experience another change in 1987 when thev become part of the
personnel career field.

Mozt administrative and other officers do not consider the
administrative career field very prestigious. This is mainlv due
to a perception that administrative positions do not enhance the
officer’s potential for promotion or for attaining positions of
increased responsibility. Even though recent promotion figures
for the administrative career field compare well with those of
other non-rated career fields., there are probably few
administrative officers who have not received the common career
counseling comment "vou had better get out of the administrative
career field it yvou want to get promoted.™

The appropriateness of the combat attitude results for
civilian personnel is wr ertain since over B80%L of the
administrative civilian personnel provide secretarial and
administrative support and probably do not really relate to the
possibility of working in a combat environment.

The senior leadership for the administrative career field is
interested in the performance of administrative personnel in
combat and contingency situations. During the 1985 Worldwide Air
Force Directors of Administration Conference, one of the agenda
items was the support capabilities for contingency operations.
Gpecifically discussed were results of a Functional Management
Inspection (FMI) on contingency suppart which identified several
waalk areas pertaining to the administrative career field.

As further background, it is important to note that in late
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1987, when Colonel James Delaney became the Director of
Administration for the Ailr Force, several initiatives were
started to improve the 1mage of the administrative career field.

>

Over the past 2 years Colonel Delaney and his staff visited over
S Air Force installations informing commanders and aver 192000
admnistrati ve personnel of the critical role performed by the
adminitotrative career field (personal conversation with Clifford
Trice, HR AF/DAH, February 21, 19864). Examples of these
tnitiatives include adopting a new career field motto, "Office
Workers with Flight Line Attitudes"; producing a film which stars
M~. T highlighting the contributions of the men and women of the
administrative career field, titled "The A Team": presenting a
hriefing on the administrative career field to each offering of
the Ar Force’ s Base Commanders Course; and implementing an
tnformation cross—foed program. It is uncertain what i1mpact

theoo programe hove had upon the perceptions of administrative

pergonnel as reflected through the results of this study.
However, these and other ongoing programs seem to be having a
positive influence on personnel, both in and out of the
administrative career field. The remainder of this chapter
presents a discussion of the demographic and combat attitudinal

roeculta.

Discussion af Demographics
The demogr aphic information for the administrative
respondents clearly indicated several differences across all

personnel categories when compared to other personnel in the LMDU
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data base. Based on the auvthor o fourteen vears of
administrative career field experience (spread over seven
assignments encompassing most of the duties mentioned above),
many of the differences were e:pected due to the natuwre of the
administrative career field and 1ts support mission. Several of
the comparisons are highlighted to provide the reader with a
better overall understanding of administrative career tield
parsonnel.

The base-level functions of administrative personnel require
a career field consisting mainly of technicians and lnwer grade
personnel. Therefore, 1t was no surprise that 75% of the
nfficers were younger than 35 years old, as compared to 6&4% for
the data base officers. For civilian personnel, almost 44% of
the civilians in the dat base were older than 41 years old while
only Z2% of the administrative civilians were above that age.
Also for the civilian personnel, an even more important factor is
that only 43% of the administrative respondents had more than ¢
vears Alr Force experience as compared to more than 70% for other
Air Force respondents. 0Other demographic differences are in the
area of education; however, most of these differences can bhe
attributed to the youth and inexperience of the administrative
personnel with the lower grade structure mentioned above. This
Also partly explains why less than 14 of the administrative
officers had doctoral degrees compared to nearly 9% of their data

base counterparts. Similarly for civilians, over 20% of the data

base possessed at least a bachelor’s degree while only 1174 of the
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;Aﬁ administrative civilians had a college degree. Additionally, for
b,
v the younger corps of administrative officers, only 18%Z of the
[ .
s respondents had completed the top two professional military
. : education levels, e.g.., intermediate service school and senior
'H 4
wre service school, half their counterparts®™ rate. Enlisted
‘i N 4
ﬁ% personnel compared very closely to their Air Force counterparts
‘ [
ﬁw . in most demographic areas.
G
s Discussion _of Attitudinal Results
\
ot
%f\ In the overall category of perceptions of potential for
EMR
‘.t.-“m'l
%%g combat effectiveness, the respondents from the administrative
:‘!‘ 2
;gﬁ career field were not significantly different from the remainder
0
Il
gﬁ of the data base. However, results indicated there were several
]
o
2?: significant sub—-component di+fferences between the perceptions of
B M
oy administrative personnel and those of other Air Force personnel.
B
jg% There were statistically significant differences in 15 of the 27
il
i‘; total component/sub-component comparisons (9 comparisons in each

C

of the three personnel categories). However, to focus the

X

‘3,,
v Y
—:‘. 5

present research on the areas of strong comparison differences,

™
o

¥,
ﬁ

only the components/sub-—components where the mean difference

!

exceeds .25 scale points are discussed. (0f these, there were

five positive differences and four negative differences.

Kespondents from all three personnel categories had i
signiticantly higher means for Organizational Climate, with at
least a .4 mean difference for each cateqory. Further review of
the individual items for this sub—component revealed that these

personnel were significantly higher in 835% of the item
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comparisons. These results indicate a strong difference for the
administrative career field; but, the results were not completely
unexpected. Generally, administrative personnel work in an .
office environment using standard procedures and worlking reqular
hours to provide routine support for other Alr Force personnel.
Even though daily routines can get very boring and there are the
usual pressures associated with any "customer service”
organization, most administrative personnel work in a pleasant
atmosphere with opportunity to socialize and the ability to work
a project through to the end. In addition to Organizational
Climate, administrative officer and civilian personnel were also
higher in their ratings of Job Satisfaction and Leadership.

The indication that administrative officers have
significantly higher Jo' Satisfaction than their data base
counterparts is somewhat swprising and appears contrary to the
significantly lower perception in the Fride sub-component (to be
discussed later). BRased on the author’s experience, several
considerations might explain these differences. First, due to
the number of diverse duties available, several at each duty
location, administrative officers get an opportunity to serve in
different functions during the same tour of duty and are exposed .

to different challenges and situations. Also, administrative

officers usually work for the base commander and deputy chiefs of
staff at intermediate headgquarters and therefore are near the
decision—-making process and can relate to unit success and

mission accomplishment. Another reason for this higher
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perception of job satisfaction maybe that almost 89%Z of the
administrative officer respondents are supervisors, compared to
less than 60% for their comparison group. Eoth in the military
and business world, there is something rewarding and fulfilling
about being a supervisor and having the responsibility to guide
and manage other people.

Supervisory and management experience might also be factors
in the administrative civilians® significantly higher perceptions
in the Leadership component. In the office and customer service
environment described above, it is debatable whether
administrative personnel were rating leadership or management.
The management versus leadership debate, discussed in the
literature review, is particularly relevant in the administrative
career field environment. There are two considerations that may
help explain the higher mean for the civilian administrative
personnel. First, civilians in the administrative career field
are somewhat younger than their counterparts and have much less
experience in the Air Force with Z7%4 having less than 4 years of
experience compared to only 16% for their data base counterparts.
Basically, as a person gets older and gains experience, they are
likely to be more critical of management and their bosses.
Additionally, a similar argument could be made for people who
have had supervisory experience (less than 14% of the
administrative civilian respondents and over 3% for the
remal nder of the data base)., Supervisors might feel they have

the euperience and can be more critical of superiors than those
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wht lack supervisory experience.

A 0Of the four sub—components where administrative personnsl

g‘ had significantly lower means, two were in the Combat Motivation

Ej component. Both civilian and enlisted administrative personnel

Qq rated this sub-component lower compared to the data base. These

?, results are not really surprising with the very large percentage :
;é of civilian administrative personnel functioning in secretarial )

and clerical positions. Also. for enlisted personnel, much ot

m~ their previous exposure to combat support duties was through

l'.

‘$ various augmentation programs. Caldwell (1984) was very critical
&

S ‘.

£ of the management of those pragrams which did not lead to the

- proper indoctrination into the combat supporting roles. Also,

J

i' administrative personnel, unlike many other career specialities,
-0

a can be assigned throughco .t the Air Force and not assigned to

;z units constantly involved in exercises., deployments, and wartime
K \J

> training.

KO

>

iy The significantly lower means for officers in the Pride and
;s Job Training sub-components are also not very surprising. Not

b

j& only has there been serious concern about the promotability of

D

bt

Wl administrative officers assigned to "manage paperwork" for the

Air Force. but there is a serious disconnect between the support
mission of administration and the operational mission of the

unit. These and other factors are not motivating and do little

m for an officer’s pride. The lower perceptions in Job Training

3' might be due to the diverse duties to which an administrative

f' officer can be assigned, most without any formal training courses
1

N U
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o unofficial information handbooks.

The next chapter presents conclusions and recommendations to
help Air Force leaders attain higher potential for combat
effectiveness for the large and diverse administrative career

field.
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Chapter Six

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Intangible human behavioral factors, normally not

- incorporated into readiness inspections and exercises, affect
combat effectiveness. Most previous studies of these human
factors concentrate on the combatants while the "soft core"
support personnel are overlooked. However, LMDC, through its
attitudinal surveys, assesses the potential for combat
effectiveness of a unit by measuring the perceptions of all
personnel assigned. Instead of using the 0AF and CAS surveys in
the traditional method for a unit assessment, the author believed
that important insights would be gained by focusing on one career
field. Therefore, perceptions of the personnel working in the
administrative career field were selected for the present
resear ch. This chapter presents the research conclusions based

on the results of Chapter Four and the discussion of Chapter

Five. Additionally, several suggestions are provided for
administrative career field leaders and functional managers to
help enhance the current excellent combat attitude state of the

. administrative career field. Finally, two areas for further

}

-

research are suggested to expand on the findings of this research

o

Pl el el

and obtain a more complete picture of the subject personnel.

I
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Q& The following research conclusions summarize the CAS results
W
g& comparing the perceptions of administrative personnel to those of
Ky
g the remainder of the LMDC data base.
‘i’ v.‘ L
5}: i. The perceptions of administrative personnel are
YN
pet
=f; significantly different from those of their Air Force -
;‘ counterparts in several of the components and sub-components ot
s interest; however, in the one overall category of combat
-
b
%\ effectiveness. there is no significant difference between the two
Y
» groups.
1} \
RJ 2. Administrative career field personnel, considerably
2
]
ﬁj vounger but with more supervisory experience than their Air Force
| ¢ y
{f counterparts., rate Leadership within their organizations very
'ﬁ% high. This finding is most significant since Bonen’s (1981)
t
I
g : research concluded that leadership was the most significant of
x
. the human behavioral factors influencing combat effectiveness.
| .
\
%: F. The significantly higher ratings of Organizational
[
]
@ Climate by administrative officers and enlisted personnel
ﬁ% signifies a strong satisfaction with the current duty
W4 .l
;?‘ environment. This satisfaction, combined with the leadership
~:r
Q; conclusion discussed above, has been, and will continue to be,
N instrumental in the accomplishment of the career field’s support
~
.¥$ mission.
4. The enlisted and civilian personnel of the
ET administrative career field are not as confident as their )
‘ ' ¢
05: counterparts that they would perform well in a combat environment
‘ L]
s& (as indicated by their significantly lower ratings for Combat
Y
X 48
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i)
- 5. The officers assigned to the administrative career +field
L)
: ) may have a self-image problem in that they do not bave as much
¢
. "
! pride in their work as other officers have.
¥ -
l?ﬁi'
o Recommendations
i)
k. The results of this research, and the above conclusions,
:»;,M
:>Q highlight strengths to be capitalized on and weaknesses that need
&S addressing. The following recommendations are for senior Air
W
DOU
&
@m Force leaders and functional managers concerned about the
bt
(AR]
()
‘?9 administrative career field and the overall combat effectiveness
.l‘-
?5 of Air Force units.
L
b . . ,
;&% 1. Continue current programs designed to enhance the image
Aad .
;& of the administrative career field, both for the personnel
.2 serving in that career field and for those outside the
B
W
f 2 administrative career field, who rely on the support of
¥
§'3 administrative personnel.
{i» 2. Expand efforts to manage the careers of administrative
45
Q%‘ otticers so they will feel a part of an organization that cares
h.
ﬁl tor, supports, and appreciates them, and is willing to help them.
;i The combination of all these recommendations should increase the
3 ‘
ikg pride administrative officers have in their jobs and subsequently
R
8
ﬁ#ﬁ ’ improve the pride in themselves.
izx Z. Constantly remind administrative personnel that their
et
)
\“@ jobs directly impact the operational mission of the Air Force.
A
e
ﬁ' Therefore, Directors of Administration at all organizational
aley
F? levels should institute programs to publicize and display
iﬁ
" "
:,4 49
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examples of how adminie. - (. v personnel dives R R SR
capainility and readiness. or exwample, a regule: MR

the adminiegtrative career s nolrc v beb ey, Thee g o b at o -
could be dedicated to highiiglhivicg e mples of 310 1 Gl ne

support by administrative personnel . Addition. i & boft. ’

board or scrap book could be maint.. od at the rdmiry crar
School at Feesler AFE, ML, with opmrational support e .awio

using examples from previous school graduates. Thesc examploo.
need not be very glamorous or exciting, just so thev <how a
direct connection to the "fly and flight" mission. Such ervamplcs
could show administrative personnel on deployment, per formoua 1r
a WARSKIL augmentee duty, assisting with mobility processing ior
an exercise or during a deployment, or serving on an exercise
evaluation team.

4, Feplace the term "non-rated"” with "support officer" when
referring to those officers without an operational rating. Such
a change would better describe the role of those personnel and
would not have a negative connotation. The use of this
terminology worked very well in Bonen®s (1981) study.

S. Special planning is needed to ensure that unit exercise
scenarios include realistic and challenging situations for .
adminigtrative personnel. Several of the studies cited in the
Interature review concluded that training is one concrete way to

mprrove combat eftectiveness.

Additional Research_for_ Consideration

The findings of the present research and the above
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conclusions and recommendations are only a start at determining
the attitudinal strengths and weaknesses of the administrative
career {field. Therefore, there is a definite need for additional
research in two areas. First. a similar research project should
be conducted to compare and contrast the perceptions of personnel
who served in the three administrative AFSC shredouts i.e.,
TOIRXA, 702XXEB, and 702XXC, before the shredouts were eliminated
in 1985, Each shredout encompassed a very different set of
duties and surroundings, and 1t would be informative to see how
the perceptions of personnel in =ach shredout differed.
Additionally, with the forthcoming absorption of the orderly room
clerks (previously coded with the 702XXC shredout) into the
personnel career field (AFSC 7032XX), the gaining career managers
could get a better understanding of the attitudes of personnel
mining their cereer field.

Secondly., as preosented earlier, over the past 2 years
numerous initiatves were bequn by the Air Force Director of
Administration (AF/DAY and his staff to publicize and revitalize
the administrative career field. An interesting research topic
would he to compare the "before" versus "after" perceptions of
personnel of the administrative career field. This research
cold help assess the impact of these programs. For example. CAS
rosolts for administerative personnel suwrveved during the 1982 and
12885 perrod could be compared to results for administrative
par sonnel  sorveved in 1984 and 1989%.  Such comparisons might

providae the AF/DA and his staff with a method of quantifying the

51
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Q,; results of the various programs, and provide support for the
continuation of current programs and the starting of new

pProgerams.
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Appendix A

Table A—-1

%

E% Sex by Fersonnel Cateqory

5

W e e e e e e et e et e e e e 1 e e e e e e e et e e e e et e e e e e et e e e e e e e
gﬁ ) —-—-Administrative-—-— ——-=-—-Data Base-————

ot Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%)

)
{ . n = 1474 a1 38191 S426

. Officer 7.7 4.8
R} Enlisted 91.0 77.7
gk Civilian 1.3 17.5

10.1 7.8
87.1 77.1
2.8 13.1

Table A-2

A Age by Fersonnel Category

i.\.

0y

1998

4,,,_! e vmm e e 22 srm 1 St e a2 e e o . S 54 S8 e S el Mot S50 S St <o b ot e 400 S S5t S4mm Svm k1 + 1m. Sme 20ih om Ton St S9t A P 1o e A2 e S o b S 2o . . 39 0 S i e S o
-*\.

7{ ————— Administrative-———— ——————- Data Base———-—-————
%& Off (%) Enl (%) Civ (%) Off (%) Enl (%) Civ(A)
k) n = 151 1972 162 4390 Z7340 1733

Q ____________________________________________________________________________________
N

)

) 17 to 20 Yrs 0.0 16.0 1.9 0.0 14.4 2.6
e 21 to 25 Yrs 7.9 7.7 1Z.6 9.6 39.9 7.6
R 26 to IO Yrs 3.1 20,7 16.0 26.0 19.6 12,73
€§ 31 to 35 Yrs  33.8 15.5 17.73 24.7 13.7 18.5
b' 36 to 40 Yrs 15.2 6.9 19.1 20.7 9.1 15.4
ﬂz 141 to 45 Yrs 8.4 2. 9.9 11.3 2.9 1i2.0
LY . 46 to S0 Yrs 0.7 0.7 7.4 3.3 0.6 3.0
5 Y 50 Years 0,7 0.1 14.8 1.4 0.1 18. 6

N

[)

d% e e e e e+ e o 22t e e e 5 e o . e 8 et e e o o 1 s e e o e e 1 201 st £ 58 e 1 s S o 2 2 0 0 o e e s o S e e o 20 s i s
4

0.|.

| SN
i

59

L o LR Ca T LA s
e LIRS,



bl b R i iR e Al e el o e el tabo s o e g Ad - AZavare ana San Ao Abs Searmeia o u & o A o T

Appendix A

Table A3

Years in Air Force

~~~~~~ Administrative————-— ——=—————Data Base—-————-——-—
OfFF(Z4) Enl (%) Civ(%) OFf (L) Enl(Z) Civ(xL)
n = 152 198= 135 44064 37389 1426
+ 1 Year 2.0 8.8 8.1 1.7 6.8 4,3
1 to 2 Yrs I.7? 16.1 10.4 3.0 12.95 5.0
2 to 3 Yrs 2.9 11.1 8.1 7.7 13.1 .4
I to 4 Yrs 8.6 9.7 2.6 7.8 11.8 .4
4 to 8 Yrs 27.6 21.2 20.7 23.6 21.3 13,1
8 to 12 Yrs 15.1 13.3 .3 17.0 12.8 2.6
» 12 Years 2.9 19.9 29.6 I?.1 21.7 58.1
Table A-—-4
Months in Fresent Career Field
————— Administrative-—-—-- ——=--=~-Data Base-———~--—
Off(%) Enl(%Z) Civ#) OF€ (%)Y ERn1 (L) Civ(L)
n = 8 612 48 1021 10184 479
< 6 Maonths 6.0 5.7 8.8 .8 4.6 8.1
6 to 12 Mos 4.6 b.2 8.9 H. 0 7.0 7.5 .
12 to 18 Mos 9.3 9.4 8.2 6.3 8.0 5.1 v
18 to Z& Mos 14. 4 19.5 17.0 19.8 21.0 1.6
¢ » A6 Mos &Z. 6 S57.2 99.1 64.2 98.9 67,3
b\
0
)::.. < e e e e e s e e e st . e it o 0 S e 2278 s e 8 ot s S S e 12 41 328 e S e 7 o St om P e o St . s 2 e 2 o . P o 215 7 e e e 4o e e e
P

SONOE
(S )
L "“M"’J"’\



)
;&
{2‘9
0
#
i -
X Appendi: A
¥
¢
K
x"' °
g Table A-5S
¢ Months on Fresent Duty Station
M
N T e e e et et vt ot e s 1 s rem et e et e et e S it . e S0 i o e et e 2 2. e 08 2 e . e e e e e S 2 e . e e e . e 9 o s e . e e o
%'
? ————— Administrative-———m-—- ——e————e Data Rase———————-—
ﬁ. i OfF<(L) Enl(%L) Civ(%) Off (%) Enl (%) Civ(%)
" n = 97 1306 57 2795 24072 490
o
&‘ 6 Months 12.9 15.6 6.8 13.9 15.3 b.6
y' b to 12 Mos 15.2 i8.5 9.9 17.8 18.1 7.9
ﬁ' 12 to 18 Mos 17.2 16.6 11.8 16.4 16.3 6.9
ﬂ 18 to 36 Mos 6.4 23,7 18.6 37.0 39.1 16.5
4 » 36 Mos 17.2 15.5 o92.8 14.8 15.1 6&2.2
.
e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
iy
,‘-~l
[
"
Ly
LY
:7 Table A-&
o
) Months at Fresent Position
f
P e e e e et e e e e e et et e ot e o e e e e e e e 2 2 e e e e e e o e e e o e et e e e e e e 2 e et et ot
‘_v
)
& ——--fAdministrative--— - ———=-——-Data Base----——----
W OfFF (L) ERl(%) Civ(%) Off (%) Enl (%) Civ(%)
n = 25 1634 Qb 354% 29791 861
6 Months 19.1 28.7 18.4 27.2 27.6 16.2
é ) 6 to 12 Mos 27.0 25.9 17.8 25.8 24.1 15.2
12 to 18 Mos 21.7 16.6 11.0 16.0 17.0 10.9
- * 18 to 36 Mos 24. 3 22. 18.4 24.4 22.5 16.2
= W6 Mos 7.9 6.5 34.4 b.7 7.9 41.5
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?‘.ﬁ,
"'Q.“ Table A-7 .
Kt
:‘; Ethnic Group
T
% .
iy ]
e e Administrative-——-- = ————--— Data Base—-—--—--- -
tie Of€(%)  Enl(%) Civ(%) OfF (%) Enl (%) Civ(%)
W n = 152 1969 161 4391 3722 1755
: ‘.. _____________________________________________________________________________
. Elack 21.7 0.5 11.8 4,9 16.1 8.4
a0 Hispanic 5.9 6.2 2.5 2.3 5.3 2.5
}b White 67.8 55.7 75.8 88.0 71.9 81.4
Lf. Other 4.6 7.6 9.9 4.8 6.8 7.8
L
L7 e e e e et e e e et e e e e e e et e e e e
Vs
_‘ . !
D
(y
!
“"g i Tabl e A"‘B
Ny
%{. Marital Status
3
)
J _______________________________________________________________________ ——— s . -
; ;: —~——-Administrative-———- = ——————e Data Base———-———-
K3 ODF€ (%) Enl(%)  Civ(%) 0F§ (%) Enl(%) Civ(¥%)
Ay n = 152 1981 163 4413 37440 1773
«" ” —————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
Not Married 26,7 39.8 23,3 19.9 37,3 16.4
Married 69.7 S6.7 71.8 78. 6 60.8 80,9 -
Single Parent T.9 3.5 4,9 1.5 1.9 2.8
¢
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Table A-9

Spouse Status: Administrative Personnel

Geographically Separated --Not Geo. Separated-——
0FF <L) Enl(%4) Civ(4) OfF (L) Enl (%) Civh)
n = 4 114 4 102 1009 108
Civilian Employed S0.0 56.1 44. 4 22.5 1.2 37.0
Not Employed 0.0 21.9 11.1 56.9 37.3 13.9
Military Member S0.0 21.9 44.4 20.6 1.5 49.1
Table A-10
Spouse Status: Data BRase
Geographically Separated ——Not Geo. Separated-
Off (L) Enl (%) Civ(7) OFff (%) Enl (L) Civ(Z4)
o= 148 19646 &3 3319 20803 1371

tarn e e asaat Smeea R ontes nets 4ates Sorm samm S i WA o S o St i e Smes S o o o o i S o Sy ke S e T i S e At S D S ibin S it i e i Pl S PO W Mo S (et 1t0 L i e St ST

Civilian Employed S5.5 S56.6 68.3 29.1 34.0 41.4
Not Employed 27.0 28.0 19.0 61.1 50.9 33.6
Military Member 21.6 15.4 2.7 ?.7 15.2 25.1
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. Table A-11 .
§
L Educational Level
oy
K}
3 .
S Administrative-——-—-- = ——————- Data Base-—————=-
@ Off (%) Enl(4) Civ(%) Off (L) Enl (L) Civ (L)
K n = 182 1980 163 4407 37364 1760
e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e o e e o e e e e e et o o e e
" Non HS Grad 0.0 0.7 0.6 0.0 0.8 .0
& HS Grad or GED 0.7 44,9 29.4 0.3 44.7 35. 1
% < 2 yrs College 0.7 34.9 6.2 0.2 F4.5 22,
: 2 yre College 1.3 15.7 22.7 1.5 14.2 18.7
< Bachelor Degree 64.5 3.5 8.6 53.9 2.9 1%.4
{ Masters Degree 32.9 0.4 2.5 5.4 0.4 4.4
@ Doctoral Degree 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.7 0.0 0.9
5; _____________________________________________________________________________________
I\
\
L
i
) Table A-12
&
J Professional Military Education
":
+ T
2
e Administrative-———-  ——————- Data Base———————~
) Off (4) Enl (L) Civ (%) 0ff () Enl (L) Civ(A)
o n = 104 1307 19 3016 20249 6O
~
R None I1.6 34.1 88.2 31.6 32.5 65.9 .
t Fhase 1 or 2 3.3 31.4 5.0 0.9 30.9 14.2
: Leadership Sch. 2.0 20.9 1.2 1.0 19.1 3.9 ‘
A Command Academy 0.7 .6 1.2 0.7 10.0 4.8 .
Sr NCO Academy 1.3 2.9 1.2 0,2 4.4 F.2 ¢
3 8q Officers Sch 43.4 0.1 Q.6 28.1 0.2 1.5
., Int Service Sch 14.5 2.0 1.9 26.2 2.8 5.0 \
' Sr Service Sch i P 0.1 0.6 11.3 0.1 1.4 !
.. ~ H
) e e e e e e e e e e e et e m e em o e e e e ‘
’ .
|
.
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Appendix A E
Table A-173
Number Feople Directly Supervised
—————— Administrative-————-— —-—=———-—Data Base--——-———-—-— ;
Off (%) Enl (L) Civ(%) Off (%) Enl(%) Civ(L) hY,
n = 152 1976 162 47318 37201 1770
None 11.2 72.2 86.4 41. 3% 62.2 65.9
1 Ferson 23.7 11.0 .7 7.0 7.0 4.6
2 FPeople 9.9 7.4 1.9 6.6 7.1 F.9
3 FPeople 19.7 4,2 0.6 b.9 5.9 4.7
4 to S Feople 19.1 3.4 3.1 13.8 7.9 7.0
6 to 8 People 2.5 1.4 1.9 10.8 4.5 5.7
9 or * People e 0.3 2.5 13.6 5.8 8.1
Table A-14 .
Number People for Whom Respondent Writes APR/OER/Appraisal 4
---——Administrative-——-—--— —=—=——-Data Hase——————-—=— h

Off (L) Enl(L) Civ(%) O€€<%Z) Enl (%) Civ{(%)

n = 1352 1981 163 4397 37373 1772
_______________________________________________________________________ L
None 19. 1 75.2 89.3 49.3 65. 3 73.5 X
1 Ferson 39.5 11.1 2.9 10.0 9.0 4,6
2 People 17.8 7.0 2.5 7.5 8.8 .8
3 Feople 9.2 3.0 1.8 6.8 6.3 4.3 4
4 to % People 8.6 Z.0 1.8 12.1 7.6 5.7 i
b to 8 Feople 9.3 0.6 1.2 ?.7 2.3 4.1 -
9 or : Feople 0.7 0.1 0.6 4.7 0.7 4.0 =

o
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Table A-15

Supervior Writes Respondent®s AFR/0ER/Appraisal

~~~~~~ Administrative-——-- ~~-~—-—-==Data Base--—-———---
Qff£ (%) Enl (L) CivD O€£ (L) Enl (L) Civ(%)
n = 149 1951 159 37 37028 172 .
Yes 79.9 82.8 81.8 78.2 68.2 B0.3
No 10,1 7.9 6.9 14.1 20.9 7.8
Not Sure 10.1 .3 11.3% 7.7 10.9 12.0
Table A-16

Worl: Schedule

—————— Administrative-—-——- -—=--—-—-Data Base--—————-—
OFf %) Enl (%) Civ(L) DFEF (LY Enl (%) Civ(%)
n = 152 1966 162 4374 37138 1756

Day Shift 87.95 4.7 98.8 52.2 S55.4 85.9
Swing Shift 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.3 8.1 1.3
Mid Shift 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.3 1
Rotating Shifts 0.0 0.7 0.6 4.3 16.1 6.8
Irregul ar 11.8 3.9 0.6 12.0 13.2 4.2
Much TDY/On-call 0.7 0.3 0.0 8.0 2.5 1.1 1
Crew Schedule Q.0 0.1 0.0 23.1 1.2 0.4 y
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. Table A-17
3 Supervisor Holds Group Meetings
Yy
: ————— Administrative-——-—- = ———e——— Data Base-——————-—
8 Off (L) Enl(%) Civ(%) Off (L) Enl(Z4) Civ%)
: n = 150 1938 160 437468 36908 1749
L i o et e e e i e s 4 e s S e v S S it S S i e . P P e e e e o e oo S o St P it S el S e o S99 o S o o o e e S e e i
W Never 3.3 20.0 .8 5.8 16.5 13.1
{ Occasionally 6.7 36.2 26.73 21.4 33.7 35.3
! Monthly 12.0 7.8 7.5 17.1 6.8 2.9
i Weekly 59.3 29.1 40,0 41.1 27.7 32.7
" Daily 14.7 4.8 8.1 12.9 13.2 6.9
1 Continuously 4.0 2.2 4.4 1.7 2.1 2.1
:
N — N
?
3
§
)
?
3 |
‘l
y Table A-18 |
! l
! Supervisor Holds Group Meetings to Solve Problems ;
,
.‘
R e e e i e e e e e et i S e e e e S ) s M i S o OO0 oA CAMP e M Aeel v S A e e — WS SO M) S s M SO S S S e S St S S A St SR A S e L S et S e f— . — A
'y
ﬂ —-=—-—fdministrative----- = ——————= Data Base-———~-—-
i Off (%) Enl %) Civ(%) 0ff(4) Enl«(%) Civ(%)
) n = 150 1927 154 4337 36619 1736
S S VY it 1900 e e S et el S Srvm o T 4 S S50 00 S S 90 i S S0 I e S50k o b o o s AR <1 S A B e e e S St S Al o i e e £ oo o e Ao e e o
M Never 10.7 26. 46 20.1 14.3 25.9 2.2
> Occasionally 41. =% 36.7 35.7 42 40.4 42.1
Half the Time 23.3 15.0 22.7 22. 16.8 17.1
. * Continuously 24.7 21.6 21.4 20,2 17.3 18.7
e
b
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; Table A--19

Aeronautical Rating and Current Status

%@ -Administrative- --—PData Base--—
ol OfFf (%)  Enl (%) OF € (%) Enl (%)
e n = 150 1974 4410 T7279 .

a

. Nonrated, not on aircrew 6.0 95.8
i Nonrated, now on aircrew Q.0 0.5
KR Rated, on crew/ops job 0.0 0.1
4$, Rated, in support job 4.0 .5

i
(v 1 o e
ouUo

Table A--Z0

R ¥

Career Intent

o

P
- )
% "o Ve S ot
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1

1

1
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0
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1)

i

|

1

QFf¢AL) Enl(%) Civ(%) OFf (L) Enl (L) Civ(%)
n = 151 1974 128 4399 37287 1357

--,-;.
SOEE

Retire 3.3 2. 3.1 2.6 2.6
P Career 57.0 5.5 9.8 S53.0 .5
ot Likely Career 20.5 19.732 28.9 23,0
gg; Maybe Career 17,9 20.8 19.5 1%.6
Likely Separate 22.6 14.1 6.3 4.9

~

-

Separate 2eb 7.7 2.3
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Comparison of Combat Attitude Scores
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Appendix
Table B-1
Comparison of Combat Attitude Scores:
Administrative Personnel vs Other Fersonnel
Mean SD df t
EQlENIleg"EQE_QQﬂEeI_EEEEQIl!ENEES 26288 0. 31
Administrative Officers 4,93 0,932
Other Personnel 4,92 Q.92
COHESION 47482 b.21%X%X
Administrative Fersonnel D.24 1.26
Other Personnel 5.07 « oS
MORALE 34989 6.40%KK
Administirative FPersonnel 4,91 1.17
Other Fersonnel 4,.7% 1.15
Job Satisfaction 2235 8. 73%K%X
Administrative Personnel S5.21 1.21
Other FPersonnel 4,97 1.25
Organizational Climate 43671 14.89%%x%
Administrative Personnel 4.70 1.44
Other FPersonnel 4,22 1.46
Fride 45511 ~0.70
Administrative FPersonnel 4.91 1.63
Other Personnel 4,94 1.62
Job_Training 2208 0.89
Adm1n1«trat1ve Fersonnel 4,75 1.47
Other Fersonnel 4,72 1.8
X Probab111ty AN R
XX Frobability <.01,
*kx Frobability <.001.
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Appendix L

Table B-1 (Continued)

Mean SD df t
COMBAT _MOTIVATION 1840 -A4.85 %K
Administrative Fersonnel 4.90 1.02 ’
Other Fersonnel 5.02 0.98
Military Adjustment 40850 7. 25%KX
Administrative Personnel Se a8 .94
Other Fersonnel .42 0.96
Combat Mental Set 2318 -11.81KKX
Administrative Personnel 4.981 1.72
Other Fersonnel G 26 1.54
!
Combat_Training 2030  —~2.81k% |
Administrative Personnel 4,246 1.25 1
Other Fersonnel 4,34 1.20
LEADERSHIP 233 5. 26X%X
Administrative FPersonnel 4.97 1.63
Other Fersonnel 4,78 1.54
X Frobability +«.035.

L § Frobability <.01.
X% Frobability <.001.
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- Appendix E
W
A Table EB-2
I‘ 4
Y
A Comparison of CAS Factor Scores:
{ . Administrative Officers vs Other Officers
04
bt Mean  SD df t
.;:‘3
. Tt
) .
::: FOTENTIAL_FOR_COMEBAT_ EFFECTIVENESS 2445 1.28
v!‘g
Administrative Officers S5.47 0.77
xi Other Officers 5.34 0.8%
:‘. e o e s e s o e e e 2 e e e e o S e o 21 et . o e 5 e e e i o e e S e e 2 e e e i e e e o et . i e e o e o e e e e e e e
4
i COHESION 4742 -0.18
ty
{ Administrative Officers 5. 66 1.06
; Other Officers S.68 1.00
3
,_c“s ___________________________________________________________________
sk MORALE 3231 1.08
By Administrative Officers S5.34 06
R Other Officers 5.22 1.04
Wy
‘r‘
Job_Satisfaction 4075 2.85%X
il Administrative Officers S5.62 1.14
- Other Officers S.34 1.13
R
Y Organizational Climate 1575 3. FDNKRX
‘h Administrative Officers 5. 39 1.19
.;: Other Officers 4.99 1.35
i,'.
o Eride 4512  -2.33%
) S Administrative Officers S5.33 1.42
188 Other Officers 5.99 1.74
o
R Job_Training 3736 2,324
LA Administrative Officers 4,68 1.47
~ Other Officers 4.98 1.33
N b § Probablllty 05,
juz, XX Frobability <.01.
] XXX Probability ©.001.
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Table B—2 (Continued)

Appendi: kB

Mean sD df t
COMBAT MOTIVATION 2630 0.96
Administrative OQfficers S9.43 .88
Other Officers S5.35 .90
Military Adijustment 4184 2.21%
Administrative Officers &6.07 Q.76
Other Officers S5.92 0.78
Combat Mental Set 4449 =0 36
Administrative Officers S.64 1.48
Other Officers 5.69 1.39
Combat Training 3918 0.91
Administrative Officers 4.49 1.12
Other Officers 4,79 1.16
LEADERSHIF 146  2.83KxX
Administrative QOfficers .49 1.15
Other Officers S 20 - 32
X Frobability «.095.
L § ¢ Frobability <.01.
XXk Frobability <.001.
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Appendix B

Table BE-3

Comparison of Combat Attitude Scores:
Administrative Enlisted vs Other Enlisted

Mean sh df t
FOTENTIAL _FOR_COMBAT_ EFFECTIVENESS 23144 0.84
Administrative Enlisted 4,89 O.93
Other Enlisted 4.87 0.92
COHESION I6836 6.94%%%
Administrative Enlisted S.19 1.26
Other Enlisted 4.97 1.23%
MORALE I0049 S5.98%x%x
Administrative Enlisted 4.84 1.16
Other Enlisted 4,65 1.14
Job Satisfaction 1709 7. 37KKK
Administrative Enlisted S.13 1.21
Other Enlisted 4,90 .26
Organizational Climate 37015 14. 12%%X
Administrative Enlisted 4,62 1.4%5
Other Enlisted 4.11 1.44
Fride 38547 ~0.59
Administrative Enlisted 4,81 1.65
Other Enlisted 4.83 1.64
Job_Training 1749 0.99
Administrative Enlisted 4,72 1.49
Other Enlisted 4.68 1.28
b § Frobability .03,

1§ Frobability <.01.
kX% Frobability <.001,
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Appendi:

Table B-2 (Continued)

A Mean sDh df t :
e .
"
\
y COMEAT MOTIVATION 1514 ~.G2KXK
o
,ﬁ Administrative Enlisted 4,85 1.02
Other Enlisted 4,98 0.98
\{
!
W Military Adjustment AN033 T 7ANKK
:; Administrative Enlisted 5.54 0.94
:{ Other Enlisted A 0.96
"
Combat Mental Set 1884 ~10.99%%x%
, Administrative Enlisted 4.74 1.7%
P Other Enlisted S5.21 1.54
; ;—:
R Combat _Training 1667  ~2.97%¥
& Administrative Enlisted 4,27 1.27
- Other Enlisted 4,33 1.21
jﬁ LEADERSHIF 1811 4.49%%X
? Administrative Enlisted 4.90 1.66
Other Enlisted 4,72 1.55
—r’
w
‘ biia aenm saane i me e ssbm sve sed WA GML. e Mbw MNP NS B (90r4 M fees mble Alvls Seia sis UM 4 SEd eret 1ises (W b, W W00t garcs 1reg Sreis cois pmAS bimi GO b MM AMED SRGRS SO Sevst AMEM AN Sevev WBE Tocs <MS G NS S WS RO MG SPVS SME- ‘M 1o- Geen o SAmm v - oo
,% b ¢ Frobability <.095.
:h XX Frobability .01,
' ¥Xx Frobability <.001,
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Appendix R
Table B-4
Comparison of Combat Attitude Scores:
Administrative Civilians vs Other Civilians
i Mean 8§D df t
: FOTENTIAL FOR_COMBAT _EFFECTIVENESS 412 -0, 80
Administrative Civilians Sa.00 1.15
Other Civilians S.17 0.89
COHESION 179= 0.32
Administrative Civilians S.44 1.30
Other Civilians 5.47 1.
MORALE 1299 1.42
Administrative Civilians S5.34 1.15
Other Civilians S.19 1.06
Job_Satisfaction 17435 0.36
Administrative Civilians S9.99 1.14
Other Civilians S5.96 1.08
Organizational Climate 18175 T. 65KkX
Administrative Civilians 5. 00 1.41
Other Civilians 4,54 1.51
Fride 1911 0,06
Administrative Civilians 5.952 1.47
Other Civilians S5.51 1.39
Job_Training 1510 1.37
Administrative Civilians 9. 16 1.40
» Other Civilians 4,97 1.46

X Frobability <.05.
XX Frobability <.01,
Xx%x Frobability <.001,
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il Table B-4 (Continued)

ﬂg Administrative Civilians 4,83 1.19
Other Civilians S.24 0.91

P Military Adjustment 650 ~0.6F
V¢ Administrative Civilians 9.65 1.01

hﬁ Other Civilians S5.74 0.84

¥

e Combat _Mental Set 748 ~F. A9%K
1 Administrative Civilians 4.41 1.91
B Other Civilians 5.19 1.6%

$. Combat_ Training 30 -0.57
Administrative Civilians 4,731 1.26
Other Civilians 4.47%

ERSHIF 187 T.42%%
ministrative Civilians 5.3
) Other Civilians 4.9

DD
aig

¥ X Frobability <.0%5.
b § ¢ FProbability <.01.
wh XXX Frobability <,001,
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Appendix C

Organizational Assessment Package (OAP)
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ORGANIZATIONAL
ASSESSMENT
PAGKAGE

Leadership and Management
Development Center

Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama
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Organizational Assessment Package

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

In accordance with D.,0.,0. Directive 5400,11, Personal Privacy and Rights of
Individuals Regarding Their Personnel Records, the following information
about this survey is provided:

a. Authority: 10 U.S.C., 131,

b. Principal Purpose: The survey is being conducted to assess your
organization from a leadership and management perspective,

c. Routine Uses: Information provided by respondents will be treated
confidentially. The averaged data will be used for organizational strength
and weakness identification and research and development purposes.

d. Participation: Response to this survey is voluntary. Your coopera-
tion in this efgort 1s appreciated,

[PLEASE DO NOT TEAR, MARK ON, OR OTHERWISE DAMAGE THIS BOOKLET]
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SCN 84-96
Expires 31 Dec 85

GENERAL INFORMATION

The leaders of your organization are genuinely interested in improving the
overall conditions witnin their areas of responsibility. Providing a more
satisfying Air Force way of life and increasing organizational effectiveness
are also goals. One method of reaching these goals is by continual refine-
ment of the management processes of the Air Force., Areas of concern include
job related issues such as leadership and management; training and utiliza-
tion; motivation of and concern for people; and the communication process,

This survey is intended to provide a means of identifying areas within your
organization needing the greatest emphasis in the immediate future. You will
be asked guestions about your job, work group, supervisor, and organization,
For the results to be useful, it is important that you respond to each state-
ment thoughtfully, honestly, and as frankly as possible., Remember, this is

not a test, there are no right or wrong responses,

Your completed response sheet will be processed by automated equipment, and
be summarized in statistical form. Your individual response will remain con-
fidential, as it will be combined with the responses of many other persons,
and used for organizational feedback and possibly Air Force wide studies.

KEY WORDS
The following should be considered as key words throughout the survey:

-- Supervisor: The person who gives you your day-to-day guidance in
accomplishing your job,

-- Work Group: All persons who work for the same supervisor that you
do.

-- Organization: Your squadron. However, if you work in staff/support'
agencies, the division or deputate would be your

organization,

ii
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§§f INSTRUCTIONS
ol

» % :
»(5 1. All statements may be answered by filling in the appropriate spaces on
TENS the response sheet provided, If you do not find a response that fits your
,q.' case exactly, use the one that is the closest to the way you feel, R
k)
;ai; 2, Be sure that you have completed Section 1 of the response sheet, as
» ﬁ' instructed by the survey administrator, before beginning Section 2.
Wt .
Tk . .
o 3. Please use the pencil provided, and observe the following:
RO .
‘,:E;‘ --Make heavy black marks that fill the spaces.
JO\0
;iﬁi --trase cleanly any responses you wish to change. -
WK,

' --Make no stray markings of any kind on the response sheet.
RO
f:f --Do not staple, fold or tear the response sheet.

'3
L)
:—ﬁ --Do not make any markings on the survey booklet.

D)
Y8,
T » 4. The response sheet has a 0-7 scale. The survey statements normally
ey, require a 1-7 response. Use the zero (0) response only if the statement
P truly does not apply to your situation, Statements are responded to by
,,(j marking the appropriate space on the response sheet as in the following
> example:
) f{-

iy Using the scale below, cvaluate the sample statement.

g,; 1 = Strongly disagree 5 = Slightly agree
aﬁg> 2 = Moderately disagree 6 = Moderately agree

s 3 = Slightly disagree 7 = Strongly agree
e 4 = Neither agree nor disagree
;iw Sample Statement. The information your work group receives from other work
) a groups is helpful,
Ny
:’* If you moderately agree with the sample statement, you would blacken the oval
an (6) on the response sheet.
“ v_h) NA
e Sample Response: (0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) ’
i
g
)%g‘ 5. When you have completed the survey, please turn in the survey materials y

‘e as instructed in the introduction, A

ot
0,
fgﬁ .
Ay
gﬁh‘ iti
g .
o
o

N
' 0
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A BACKGROUND INFORMATION

ljl
4%t
g’ This section of the survey concerns your background. The information
i requested is to insure that the groups you belong to are accurately repre-
i sented and not to identify you as an individual. Please use the separate
1 response sheet and darken the oval which corresponds to your response to each
it question.
' &
S 1, Total years in the Air Force:
0‘
l. Less than 1 year.
" 2. More than 1 year, less than 2 years
k. 3. More than 2 years, less than 3 years.
b 4, More than 3 years, less than 4 years.
i 5. More than 4 years, less than 8 years.
N 6. More than 8 years, less than 12 years,
7. More than 12 years.
W]
;i 2. Total months in present career field.
w 1, Less than 1 month,
P\ 2. More than 1 month, less than 6 months,.
4 3. More than 6 months, less than 12 months,
: 4, More than 12 months, less than 18 months,
‘% 5. More than 18 months, less than 24 months,
b 6. More than 24 months, less than 36 months,
o 7. More than 36 months.
%

3. Total months at this station:

-
o &

s 1. Less than 1 month,
Y 2. More than 1 month, less than 6 months,
fad

3. More than 6 months, less than 12 months.
! 4, More than 12 months, less than 18 months.,

_ 5. More than 18 months, less than 24 months,
ot 6. More than 24 months, less than 36 months,
:‘,1 7. More than 36 months,

I
o 4, Total months in present position:
)
1. Less than 1 month.
W 2. More than 1 months, less than 6 months,

. 3. More than 6 months, less than 12 months,
e 4, More than 12 months, less than 18 months.,
e 5. More than 18 months, less than 24 months,
i ’ 6. More than 24 months, less than 36 months.
N 7. More than 36 months,

.,4

,.ii
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7.
corr

10,

Your Ethnic Group is:

American Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian or Pacific Islander

Black, not of Hispanic Origin
Hispanic

White, not of Hispanic Origin

« Other

DN & WMN -
.

Your highest education level attained is:

Non-high school graduate
High school graduate or GED
Less than two years college
Two years or more college
Bachelors Degree

. Masters Degree

« Doctoral Degree

SN WN -
)

Highest level of professional military education (residence or
espondence):

0. None or not applicable
1. NCO Orientation Course or USAF Supervisor Course (NCO Phase 1 or 2)/
NCO Preparatory Course.

2. NCO Leadership School (NCO Phase 3)

3. NCO Academy (NCO Phase 4)

4, Senior NCO Academy ’:.iCO Phase 5)

5. Squadron Officer School

6. Intermediate Service School (i.e., ACSC, or equivalent)
7. Senior Service School (i.e., AWC, ICAF, NWC)

How many people do you directly supervise?

1. None 4, 3
2. 1 5% 4 tob
3. 2 6., 6 to8

7. 9 or more

For how many people do you write performance reports?

1. None 4, 3
2. 1 5 4 to 5
3. 2 6, 6to8
7« 9 or more

Does your supervisor actually write your performance reports?

1. yes 2. no 3. not sure
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W 11. Which of the following “best" describes your marital status?
g'l
% 1. Married: Spouse is a civilian employed outside home.
A 2, Married: Spouse is a civilian employed outside home-geographically
separated,
™. 3. Married: Spouse not employed outside home,
nf 4, Married: Spouse not employed outside home-geographically separated,
e 5. Married: Spouse is a military member,
;. 6. Married: Spouse is a military member-geographically separated,
"I 7. Single Parent.
%{. : 12. What is your usual work schedule?
‘ »
'2 1. Day shift, normally stable hours.
, 2. Swing shift (about 1600-2400)
o 3. Mid shift (about 2400-0800)
’ 4, Rotating shift schedule
- 5. Day or shift work with irregular/unstable hours.
id} 6. Frequent TDY/travel or frequently on-call to report to work.
) 7. Crew schedule,
o
'gﬁ 13. How often does your supervisor hold group meetings?
&E 1. Never 4. Weekly
) 2. Occasionally 5. Daily
3. Monthly 6. Continuously
23 14. How often are group meetings used to solve problems and establish goals?
o 1. Never 3. About half the time
A5 2. Occasionally 4, All of the time
, 15, What is your aeronautical rating and current status?
N
) 1. Nonrated, not on aircrew 3. Rated, in crew/operations job
5?‘ 2., Nonrated, now on aircrew 4. Rated, in support job
k i“ ‘
?“‘ 16, Which of the following best describes your career or employment inten-
ﬁg tions?
":'A
, 1. Planning to retire in the next 12 months
K. - 2, Will continue in/with the Air Force as a career
,:j 3. Will most likely continue in/with the Air Force as a career
o3 4, May continue in/with the Air Force
:25 5. Will most likely not make the Air Force a career
K 6. Will separate/terminate from the Air Force as soon as possible
e
ﬁ
3% 3
&
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JOB INVENTORY

Below are items which relate to your job. Read each statement carefully and
then decide to what extent the statement is true of your job., Indicate the
extent to which the statement is true for your job by choosing the phrase
which best represents your job.

S who—
H o &t N

Not at all

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To a moderate extent

To a fairly large extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

~Noo;m
[ |}

Select the corresponding number for each question and enter it on the
separate response sheet,

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.

22,

23,

24,

25,
26.

27,
28,

To what extent does your job require you to do many different things,
using a variety of your talents and skills?

To what extent does your job involve doing a whole task or unit of work?

To what extent is your job significant, in that it affects others in
some important way?

To what extent does your job provide a great deal of freedom and inde-
pendence in scheduling your work?

To what extent does your job provide a great deal of freedom and inde-
pendence in selecting your own procedures to accomplish it?

To what extent are you able to determine how well you are doing your job
without feedback from anyone else?

To what extent do additional duties interfere with the performance of
your primary job?

To what extent do you have adequate tools and equipment to accomplish
your job?

To what extent is the amount of work space provided adequate?

To what extent does your job provide the chance to know for yourself
when you do a good job, and to be responsible for your own work?

To what extent does doing your job well affect a lot of people?

To what extent does your job provide you with the chance to finish com-

pletely the piece of work you have begun?
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29.

30.

31.

32.
33.

34.

35,
36.
37,
38.
39,

40,

41.

42,

43,

a4,

45,
46,

Ay
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Not at all

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To a moderate extent

To a fairly large extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

~Novon
nouu

[T T T T 1}

Hwrno -

To what extent does your job require you to use a number of complex
skills?

To what extent does your job give you freedom to do your work as you see
fit?

To what extent are you allowed to make the major decisions required to
perform your job well?

To what extent are you proud of your job?

To what extent do you feel accountable to your supervisor in accomplish-
ing your job?

To what extent do you know exactly what is expected of you in performing
your job?

To what extent are your job performance goals difficult to accomplish?
To what extent are your job periormance goals clear?

To what extent are your job performance goals specific?

To what extent are your job performance goals realistic?

To what extent do you perform the same tasks repeatedly within a short
period of time?

To what extent are you faced with the same type of problem on a weekly
basis?

To what extent are you aware of promotion/advancement opportunities that
affect you?

To what extent do co-workers in your work group maintain high standards
of performance?

To what extent do you have the opportunity to progress up your career
1adder?

To what extent are you being prepared to accept increased responsibil-
ity?

To what extent do people who perform well receive recognition?
To what extent does your work give you a feeling of pride?
5
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Not at all

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To a moderate extent

To a fairly large extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

F NN g
wh oo
~SNovon
wonn

47, To what extent do you have the opportunity to learn skills which will
improve your promotion potential?

48. To what extent do you have the necessary supplies to accomplish your
job?

49, To what extent do details {tasks not covered by primary or additional
duty descriptions) interfere with the performance of your primary job?

50, To what extent does a bottleneck in your organization seriously affect .
the flow of work either to or from your group?

JOB DESIRES

'y P

S

The statements below deal with job related characteristics. Read each state-
ment and choose the response which best represents how much you would like to
have each characteristic in your job.

T

In my job, I would like to have the characteristics described:

D
o -l

1 = Not at all 5 = A large amount

2 = A slight amount 6 = A very large amount

3 = A moderate amount 7 - An extremely large amount
! 4 = A fairly large amount
X 51. Opportunities to have independence in my work.

52. A job that is meaningful,

53. An opportunity for personal growth in my job.
54, Opportunities in my work to use my skills,
55. Opportunities to perform a variety of tasks.
56, A job in which tasks are repetitive,

14 57. A job in which tasks are relatively easy to accomplish.

- i A
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SUPERVISION

The statements below describe characteristics of managers or supervisors.
Indicate your agreement by choosing the phrase which best represents your
attitude concerning your supervisor,

1 = Strongly disagree 5 = Slightly agree
2 = Moderately disagree 6 = Moderately agree
3 = Slightly disagree 7 = Strongly agree

4 = Neither agree nor disagree

Select the corresponding number for each statement and enter it on the
separate response sheet,

58. My supervisor is a good planner.

59. My supervisor sets high performance standards.,

60. My supervisor encourages teamwork,

61. My supervisor represents the group at all times.

62. My supervisor establishes good work procedures.

63. My supervisor has made his responsibilities clear to the group.
64. My supervisor fully explains procedures to each group member,

65. My supervisor performs well under pressure,

66. My supervisor takes time to help me when needed.

67. My supervisor asks members for their ideas on task improvements,
68. My supervisor explains how my job contributes to the overall mission,
69. My supervisor helps me set specific goals.

70. My supervisor lets me know when I am doing a good job.

71. My supervisor lets me know when I am doing a poor job.

72. My supervisor always helps me improve my performance.

73. My supervisor insures that I get job related training when needed.

74, My job performance has improved due to feedback received from my super-
visor,

91




{:; 75. When 1 need technical advice, I usually go to my supervisor.

ji 76. My supervisor frequently gives me feedback on how well I am doing my
e Jjob.

WORK GROUP PRODUCTIVITY .

b The statements below deal with the output of your work group. The term "your
ahe, * work group" refers to you and your co-workers who work for the same supervi-
e sor, Indicate your agreement with the statement by selecting the phrase
which best expresses your opinion,

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree

Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree

Moderately agree

Strongly ayree

: 1
o 2
! 3

Honn

~Sh .,

Select the corresponding number for each statement and enter it on the
separate response sheet,

77. The guantity of output of your work group is very high,

g' 78. The quality of output of your work group is very high.

. %A

3?%- 79. When high priority work arises, such as short suspenses, crash programs,
bﬁ: and schedule changes, the people in my work group do an outstanding job
S in handling these situations,

80, Your work group always gets maximum output from available resources
(e.g., personnel and material).

L}
}§§ 81. Your work group's performance in comparison to similar work groups is
}§, very high,
- ORGANIZATION CLIMATE
l";?
fu Below are items which describe characteristics of your organization. The
‘sq: term "your organization" refers to your squadron or staff agency. Indicate
jeﬁ your agreement by choosing the phrase which best represents your opinion
* concerning your organization,
o 1 = Strongly disagree 5 = Slightly agree .
x% 2 = Moderately disagree 6 = Moderately agree
A 3 = Slightly disagree 7 = Strongly agree
ﬁ; 4 = Neither agree nor disagree A

, Select the corresponding number for each item and enter it on the separate -
Y response sheet,

25 92
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1 = Strongly disagree
; 2 = Moderately disagree
L 3 = Slightly disagree
4 = Neither agree or disagree

Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

~Oh oo
h nw

82, Ildeas developed by my work group are readily accepted by management per-
sonnel above my supervisor,

f{ 83, My organization provides all the necessary information for me to do my
;y‘ job effectively.

v 84, My organization provides adequate information to my work group.
85. My work group is usually aware of important events and situations,
i 86, My complaints are aired satisfactorily.

87. My organization is very interested in the attitudes of the group members
toward their jobs.

?gz 88, gge?rganization has a very strong interest in the welfare of its peo-
;; 89. I am very proud to work for this organization,

%ﬁ 90, I feel responsible to my organization in accomplishing its mission,
%ﬁi 91, The information in my organization is widely shared so that those need-
3f ing it have it available.

;,. 92. Personnel in my unit are recognized for outstanding performance.

%% 93. I am usually given the opportunity to show or demonstrate my work to
'::Q: others.,

L 94, There is a high spirit of teamwork among my co-workers,

ég 95, I?::f is outstanding cooperation between work groups of my organiza-
"

§§' 96, My organization has clear-cut goals.

;; 97. 1 feel motivated to contribute my best efforts to the mission of my

» organization,

%ﬁ 98, My organization rewards individuals based on performance,

§* : 99, The goals of my organization are reasonable,

;g} 100, My organization provides accurate information to my work group.
- 9
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JOB8 RELATED ISSUES

The items below are used to determine how satisfied you are with specific job
related issues, Indicate your degree of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with
each issue by choosing the most appropriate phrase.

1 = Extremely dissatisfied 5 - Slightly satisfied
2 = Moderately dissatisfied 6 = Moderately satisfied
3 = Slightly dissatisfied 1 = Extremely satisfied

4 = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Select the corresponding number for each question and enter it on the sepa-
rate response sheet,

101. Feeling of Helpfulness
The chance to EElp people and improve their welfare through the per-

formance of my job., The importance of my job performance to the wel-
fare of others.

102. Co-Worker Relationshi
My amount of effort compared to the effort of my co-workers, the extent
to which my co-workers share the load, and the spirit of teamwork which

exists among my co-workers,

103. Family Attitude Toward Job
e recognition and the pride my family has in the work I do.

104, On-the-Job Training (0JT
e instructional methods and instructors' competence.

105. Technical Training ‘Other than OUT'
e technical training ave received to perform my current job,

106. Work Schedule
My work schedule; flexibility and regularity of my work schedule; the
number of hours I work per week,

107. Job Security

108. Acquired Valuable Skills
he chance to acquire valuable skills in my job which prepare me for

future opportunities,

109. My Job as a Wnhole

AU GAFS, AL (0831047) 2500 lo
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Appendix D

Combat Attitude Survey (CAS)
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LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT CENTER
AIR UNIVERSITY

Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama 36112
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Read each statement below and indicate your agreement with the statement by
i selecting the phrase which best expresses your opinion.

0 = Not applicable 4 = Neither agree nor disagree
. 1 = Strongly disagree 5 = Slightly agree *
KX 2 = Moderately disagree 6 = Moderately agree
%, 3 = Slightly disagree 7 = Strongly agree

Select the corresponding number for each statement and enter it on the sepa-

> rate response sheet. .
éﬁ 1. I am confident in the technical proficiency of my work group.

Eﬁ ’ 2. 1 am satisfied with the technical training (other than 0JT) I have ‘
' received to perform my current job.

:5: 3. My morale is high.

ﬁi 4. My work group is well trained to accomplish its mission.

f‘ 5. 1 am satisfied with the training I receive while on the job.

:gi 6. I am confident in the on-the-job training received by my work group.

}é 7. The on-the-job training I have received is appropriate for the job I am

Y expected to perform,

8. 1 feel that "combat exercises" enhance my individual skills.

i%g ) 9. I think I am in very good physical condition.
3§ 10. For computer purposes, answer this question with response zero (0).
" 11. The equipment I use in my job is capable of performing its job.
§§ 12. 1 am satisfied with the maintenance of the equipment I use in my job.
éé 13. The support I receive to keep equipment operating under emergency situa-
tions is adequate.
;f ' 14, The supply system adequately supports the mission of my work group. ‘
%s . 15. For computer purposes, answer this question with response zero (0).
?* 16. In my career field, 1 do not anticipate ever going into a war zone. :
%; :Z; It is imgg;gggg to me personally to have a clear understanding of why my
;:,5 genization must be combat ready. e .
N W answer this mith response zero (0).

s
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]

= ot xpylicanle

= Struadly zisagree

= Moder2tely disagree
= SYigatly disagree

Neither agree nor disagree
= Slightly agree

Moderately agree

Strongly agree

GING =
f

~Nonon e
]

19. If I an sent intc a combat sftuafion, I think I'11 do all right.
20. I think I'm éreparedlto be involved in warfare.

21. For computer purposes, answer this question with response zero (0).
22, ! am usiariy in good spirits.

23. On the wheie, Y think that 1 am well adjusted to Air Force life.
2%, The meraie of m} Wwork gruup is hign.

2%, Yo bothers me 3 great ceal when I am ordered to do things which I don't
se= @ goud vedstid Yor ueing.

0. For coaputes purpuses, answer this question with response zero (0).
27. 1 feel Toyal to ethers within my work group.
28, My werk grcur has cenfidence in its leaders.

26, 1 will not letv iy work yroup down.

- . e 2 !

30. 1 wrusT otpers within @y work group.

3. 1 play eporis or ccneywise socialize with others within my
creairization

IT. 1 Tniak twy surerviioe i a good leader.
23,0 Tne wzoni: iy work group work together as a team.

W, ¥ gencivir ay preceny job in the Air Force an important one in a war

An, 1 peslizes e wardionting responsibilities when I joined the Air Force.
38, T SR Sonfé.nsd ubuut owy Tarily's welfare should I go into a war zone.
37, The wornte of my organization is high.

5. U ocaz wikas, §ozaimk the Air Force is giving me a chance to show what I
can do.

ne
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Not applicable
Strongly disagree
Moderately disaqgree
Slightly disagree

Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree

Moderately agree

Strongly agree

wrn— o
~NouU, s
n ow w u

39. I can honestly say that I usually put all I have into my Air Force
duties.

n T

40. In general, 1 think the American public is trying to do everything they
possibly can to back up the Armed Services.

41. Most people put their own welfare above the welfare of others.

5 47. I fcel that the Air Force tries to control me in more ways than it
, nceds.

43. 1 worry about being sent into a combat situation.

2 44, The Air Force places too much importance on military courtesy.
A
é 45. The Air Force places too much importance on spit and polish.
f; 46. For computer purposes, answer this question with response zero (0).
‘I
i‘ 47. 1t is important to me personally to be a good soldier.
)
¢ 43, 1 feel that the Air Forc. is trying its best to look out for the welfare
; of its people.
b
4
i 49, For computoer purposes, answer this question with response number two (2).
Y
N In the tollowing statewents indicate to what extent the statement is true by
Q choosing the pihrase which best represents your opinion.
3
] 0 = tlot applicable 4 = To a moderate extent
k 1 = Not at all 5 =70 a fairly large extent
" 2 = To a very little extent 6 = To a great extent
3 =To a little extent 7 = To a very great extent
l. ! L
2 U. To what extent do you think training drills/exercises test your organiza-
i tion's combat readinass?
]
“ *
- 51. To what extent do you feel your organization is combat ready? .
:ﬁ 52. To wnat extent has your training given you the skills needed to perform
‘.“ SR s |
K your job?
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To a modrrate extent .
To a fairly large extent
To a great extent

To a very great extent

Not applicable

Not at all

To a very little extent
To a little extent

NN N
won oton

W= o
Wounu

53. To what extent is your work group technically qualified to accomplish
their assigned mission?

54. To what extent do you think your training has preparad you for your
. potential combat mission?

55. To what extent is there conflict between your work group and another
« work group in your organization?

56. To what extent is there competition between your work group and one or

more other work groups which adversely affects the performance of your work
group?

57. When you seek medical care, to what extent do you feel you get a careful
examination and get whatever treatment might be necessary?

58. To what extent has your chemical warfare training prepared you for that
potential threat?

59. through 65. For computer purposes, answer each of these guestions with
response zero (0). :

66. Which of the following best describes your individudal role during war-

fare?
1 = Direct combat role
2 = War skill
3 = Security police augnentce
4 = Involved in a support role
5 = Not involved

67. Considering my skill and experience, the pay and benefits [ receive in
the Air Force, compared to the civilian job market, are:

, 1 = Extreinely low 5 = STightly high
2 = Moderdtely Tow 6 = Moderately high
\ 3 = Slightly low 7 = Extremely high
: 4 = About right
' L]
’ . 68. If it were up to you, what kind of unit would you rather be in?
{ 1 = In a non-combat unit that will stay in the United States.
P 2 = In a comhat unit based in the linited States.
3 = In a non-combat unit overscas.
4 = In a vombat unit overseas.
}
r
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s. 69. Why did you join the military?
Wy
1 = To avoid the draft
R 2 = Family, peer, or social pressures v
W 3 = To have a steady job while deciding about the future
4 = To learn a skill or trade
o 5 = The military pay and benefits
H 6 = To serve my country *
7 = Hone of the above
i‘q ¢
y 70. Which of the following best describes your experience with technical
ﬁ' school in the career field to which you are currently assigned?
i‘ N -
% 1 = There is no technical school in my career field.
o 2 = There is a technical school; however, I did not attend.
\
E“ 3 = There is no technical school in my career field; however, I attended
W an alternative to technical school (Academic Course, Self-Study,
0 etc.).
L . ) X i ‘
e 4 = There is no technical school in my career field; however, I have
. received adequate training on the job.
% 5 = My technical school training was poor.
N
6 = My technical school training was adequate.
Y -
? 7 = My technical school training was excellent.
K
o
;
::5
)
f. :
3 :
[~
o
8
[\ 2
&
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APPENDIX

Appendix E

L OAP and CAS 1Items for the
; . Potential For Combat Readiness Model
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Appendix E
OAF and CAS Items for the
Fotential for Combat Readiness Model
("0" for OAP and "C" for CAS

I. COHESION (component)

. C24 Morale of my work group is high

) C27 I feel loyal to others within my work group
€29 I will not let my work group down

. 0 I trust others within my work group

C3% People in my work group work together as a team

094 High spirit of teamwork among co-workers

0102 Satisfaction with co-worker relationships

I1I. MORALE (component)
A. Job Satisfaction (sub—component)

0101 Feeling of helplessness
0107 Family attitude toward job
0106 Work schedule

0107 Job security

0108 Acquired valuable skills
0109 My job as a whole

B. Organizational Climate {(sub-component)

082 Work group ideas readily accepted by mgt
083 Org provides info to do job effectively
085 Unit aware of important events/situations
086 Complaints are aired satisfactory

088 Strong org interest in welfare of people
092 Outstanding performance recognized

098 Org rewards people based on performance

C. Pride (sub-component)

032 Extent you are proud of your job
046 Extent your work gives you a feeling of pride

D. Job Training (sub-component)

. C2 Satisfied with tech training to perform job
. C5 Satisfied with training I received on the job

C6 Confidence in OJT received by work group

€C7 OJT appropriate for job I am expected to perform
R C52 Extent training has provided skills needed
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III.

Iv.

Appendi:x E
Appendix E (continued)

COMBAT MOTIVATION (component)

A.

Military Commitment (sub-component)

C9 I am in good physical condition

ci7
cz2
c23
C35
Cc39
c47
090
Q97

Bl

ci19
c20

C.

€50
CS1
CS4
coSe

Important to have clear understanding

I am usually in good spirits

I am well adjusted to AF life

I realize my warfighting responsibilities
I put all I have into my AF duties
Important to me to be a good soldier

I feel responsible to org and its mission
Motivated to give best effort to mission

Combat Mental Set (sub—component)

I°11 do =11 right if sent into combat situation
I'm prepared to be involved in warfare

Combat Training (sub-component)

Drills/exercises test my org”’s combat readiness
My organization is caombat ready

Training prepared me for potential combat mission
Chemical warfare preparation

LEADERSHIFP (component)

Supervisor:

32
0s8
059
Q60
062
067
068
Q72
073
064

Is a good leader

Is a good planner

Sets high performance standards
Encourages teamwork

Establishes good work procedures

Asks members for ideas

Explains how job contributes to mission
Always helps me improve my performance
Insures I get job training when needed
Fully explains procedures to everyone
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